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ABSTRACT 

This study is a naturalistic exploration of the way elementary 

school children resolve anaphol'ic pronoun reference in their oral read

ing of complete narratives. The resolution of pronominal reference is of 

interest because of the possibility it offers to examine how readers con

struct a meaning for a text while they are reading it. Third-person 

pronouns offer interesting points to examine how readers deal with the 

referential structure of text. They play an important role in establish

ing that structure by virtue of their dependence on other text items for 

their interpretation. It was assumed that the way readers deal with 

pronouns would provide insights into the way they were constructing 

the referential structure of the text. 

Miscue analysis was selected as an appropriate technique to 

examine the in-process behavior of readers. The miscues involving 

third-person pronouns made by 88 readers from second, fourth, and 

sixth grade children were analyzed. The children at each grade level 

each read a complete story. A total of 1,037 miscues involving third

person anaphoric pronouns were noted for qualitative analysis. The 

analysis produced the follOWing results. Miscues involving third-peraon 

anaphoric pronouns occurred proportionally less frequently than miscues 

involving other text items. This suggested that pronouns were more 

readily comprehended by the subjects of this study than other text 

items. The frequency of insertion and substitution of particular third

person pronouns was directly proportional' to the frequency of the 
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particular pronoun in the text. This suggested that the subjects were 

sensitive to the broad referential character of the text. Substitution 

miscues involving third-person anaphoric pronouns were restricted to a 

small set of grammatical items. This suggested that the subjects were 

sensitive to syntax as they processed pronouns. A number of atypical 

miscue patterns were identified at particular points in the texts. These 

atypical patterns provided the strongest evidence for the view that 

readers construct a cognitively interpreted text as they read. The 

correction of pronoun miscues suggested that when the subjects con

structed a cognitively interpreted text they did so tentatively and were 

prepared to change this in the face of disconfirming evidence in the 

subsequent text. 



caAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The following study is a descriptive one in which oral reading 

miscues involving third-person anaphoric pronouns are used as the data 

for generating inferences about the way children establish their own 

text referents for the referents specified linguistically in published 

texts. To this extent the study is concerned with explicating an aspect 

of the relationship between reading comprehension and published texts. 

The premise of the study is that published written language 

texts represent only a partial specification of the meanings intended by 

their authors, editors, and publishers and that a reader's comprehen

sion response to a published written text is a unique personal con

struction reflecting an interaction between the reader and the published 

text. That is, during the activity of reading, readers engage in a 

negotiation between their conceptual and linguistic knowledge on the one 

hand and with the linguistic specification of the published text on the 

other so that the text which comes to be comprehended is in fact a cog

nitive construction or interpretation arrived at by the reader. 

The linguistic system by which the subjects and objects of dis

course are referred to is an important means of specifying the intended 

meaning of a text and anaphoric third-person pronouns are involved in 

establishing this meaning. It is assumed that omission, insertion, and 

substitution of anaphoric pronouns reflect both the reader's linguistic 
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proficiency in predicting the syntactic and semantic necessity for refer

ents in a particular text and the reader's construction of a uniquely 

personal interpreted text. It is further assumed that particular formal 

and pragmatic linguistic factors serve to constrain the assignment of 

referents for third-person anaphoric pronouns during the act of read

ing. An attempt to identify these factors will be made and some 

predictions regarding their interaction will be generated. 

The study involves a reanalysis of a part of the data collected 

for another study (Goodman & Goodman, 1978). These data consist of 

the oral reading miscues produced by 88 children from eight different 

dialect or second-language subpopulations in the United States. 

Twenty-four children read a story titled "Kitten Jones," and 64 

children read one of each of the two other stories: "Freddie Miller, 

Scientist" and "My Brother Is a Genius" (Betts & Welch, 1964). From 

these data those miscues that involve the insertion, substitution, and 

omission of third-person pronouns will be examined to infer the lin

guistic and cognitive factors involved in assigning pronouns to refer

ents and referents to pronouns. 

Miscue analysis and specifically an ex post facto analysis of the 

data base established by Goodman and Goodman (1978) is an appropriate 

technique for exploring how elementary school children orally reading 

published narrative texts comprehend pronoun referent structures. 

Miscue analysis not only includes a measure of recalled information. but 

also provides insight into the processing strategies of readers as they 

occur. Because of this, the technique is ideal for observing the 
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tentative and changing responses of readers as they establish their own 

interpretation of the published text. 

Background to the Study 

Edmund Huey's (1908, p. 6) much-quoted desideratum, "And so 

to completely analyze what we do when we read would almost be the 

acme of a psychologist's achievements, for it would be to describe very 

many of the most intricate workings of the human mind," would be a 

clich~ were it not for the fact that it stands as such a clear aphorism 

for what have become the goals of contemporary reading research. 

Guthrie (1980, p. 81, pp. vii-viii) has noted how research into 

the cognitive processes of reading has broadened since 1970. He re

ported that at that time the focus of research was at the word level of 

analysis, yet by 1980 this had shifted to a concern for story struc

tures, integration of sentences, drawing of inferences, hypothesis test

ing by readers, the relation of background knowledge to textual 

information, and the understanding of reading as a process of informa

tion searching. In short, the central concern of recent and contem

porary research into readers and reading has been with the cognitive 

processes of comprehension and with the discovery of the means by 

which valid inferences about these processes can be drawn from the 

observation of readers' performances in reading and related tasks. 

Third-person anaphoric pronouns are of interest in studies of 

reading because it has been suggested (Halliday & Hasan, 1976) that 

they play a special role in the creation of cohesion or coherence of a 

spoken or written passage that language users recognize as a unified 



whole. Such passages are designated as texts by Halliday and Hasan 

(1976, p. i). They claimed that third-person pronouns are cohesive 

4 

within text by virtue of the anaphoric relationship they enter into with 

other antecedent expressions used to establish referential meaning. 

Anaphora is an old and much-debated topic in linguistics as will 

be seen in the next chapter. For the time being it will do to explain 

the sense with which it is used by Halliday and Hasan. They described 

anaphora as a form of presupposition whereby an item such as a pro-

noun points back to another element in the text for the full specifica-

tion of its referential use (p. 14). Third-person pronouns are typically 

anaphoric and therefore cohesive in Halliday and Hasan's terms because 

"instead of being interpreted semantically in their own right, they make 

reference to something else for their interpretation" (p. 31). Two sen-

tences from one of the stories used to generate the data for this pro-

posed study illustrate this relationship. 

1.1. Taking the clock to the cellar, Freddie worked hard on 
it. Then, winding it and setting it carefully, he re
turned it to his parents' room. 

In this extract the pronouns he and it would be said to presuppose or 

look back to the appropriate antecedent expressions for their semantic 

in terpreta tion • 

Third-person pronouns are not always used anaphorically in 

text. Sometimes the presupposed element required for their interpre-

tation lies not within the text at all but is nonetheless conceptually or 

perceptually available to speaker and listener as in the following 

examples: 

1.2. I like them best. 



1. 3. Whenever I'm offered jelly beans I pick black ones 
because I like them best. 

If sentence 1.2 was to be uttered in the context of being offered some 

jelly beans and then selecting some of the black ones, the expression 
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them would have been used to refer to objects perceptually and concep-

tually available to any of the participants. This kind of reference to 

entities that are not represented in the text itself is called exophoric 

reference in distinction to the anaphoric reference discussed above. 

This exophoric reference is more likely to be used in spoken than in 

written texts where the writer and reader are less likely to share 

spatial and temporal contexts. Sentences can be contrasted with 

sentence 1.3 where an explicit verbal element, jelly beans, precedes 

and is presupposed by the third-person pronoun them. 

A third and rarer kind of reference relation is that of 

cataphora. in which the presupposing element precedes the expression 

it pl"eSUpposes as in the following: 

1. 4. He shook his head and walked away. The Inspector had 
seen the aftermath of violence too many times to be 
moved. 

In this sentence the pronoun he anticipates the expression The Inspec-

tor, which according to the Halliday and Hasan analysis provides the 

interpretation for the pronoun. This anticipatory consequence is re-

lated to what seems to be its use as a stylistic device in some genres of 

popular fiction. Because pronouns are anaphorically or cataphoric ally 

related to other text items that provide their interpretation, sometimes 

across sentences, they serve an integrating and cohesive function be-

tween the sentences of a text. 
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It has already been suggested that third-person anaphoric pro

nouns relate by meaning to other parts of the text or to entities outside 

the text but within a situational context. In this sense pronouns 

represent an attempt by writers or speakers to put their intentions to 

refer to different entities into a linguistic form. It has also been 

suggested that the relation between anaphoric or cataphoric pronouns 

and the text elements they presuppose requires some kind of intepreta

tion on the part of the reader or listener. The use of expressions like 

"relations of meaning" and "interpretation" by Halliday and Hasan 

(1976, p 4) clearly implies that what is being considered here are 

semantic relations and cognitive processes as the listener or reader 

attempts to construct a referential basis for the reader's or speaker's 

verbal text. 

It is because third-person anaphoric and cataphoric pronouns 

serve as integrating and cohesive devices that require some inferences 

regarding their referential use that they offer an opportunity to 

examine the way in which readers deal with the task of comprehending 

references on the basis of their prior conceptual knowledge and lin

guistic competence and the nature of the published text. 

It would seem that anaphoric or cataphoric third-person pro

nouns act as signals that their interpretations are available, if the text 

is coherent, in the text, the situation, or the present conscious aware

ness of the listener or reader. In fact, in light of current linguistic 

and psycholinguistic thinking about anaphora to be reviewed in the next 

chapter, it is asserted that the last is true and that anaphora can 

always be resolved by matching the anaphor to a cognitive entity that 
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is either already available in the reader's or listener's working memory 

or is soon to be placed there with following information. In this way 

anaphoric pronouns serve as economical devices for reintroducing or re

peating the referents of. a discourse. 

Although pronouns may very well serve the function set out 

above, several aspects of their use need to be mentioned, and as this 

study is concerned, in part, with the relationship between pronouns 

and reading comprehension, the following remarks will be confined to 

written language. When writers set out to be communicative they 

usually intend to write about something they have in mind and to do 

this they use verbal expressions to refer to whatever it is they have in 

mind. The verbal text they produce is a public and conventional 

representation of a private schema or state of mind. When a reader 

encounters this public text the discovery of a personal schema or state 

of mind that will satisfy the referential expressions of the text is 

crucial for comprehension and in fact determines the reader's compre

hension. The important thing to note here is that it is extremely un

likely that the reader's schema and state of mind will be identical with 

those of the writer. What is proposed is that what a writer has in 

mind to write about constitutes one ferm of the text, what actually gets 

written down as a verbal public expression of the writer's intentions is 

another text, and what the reader creates in comprehending the public 

text is a third text. Even when a writer's text has gone through the 

process of publication and editors, illustrators, and publishers have 

had a hand in producing the published text, the distinction between the 

intended text, the published text, and the comprehended text remains. 
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Not only does the identification of entities for referring expres

sions lead to readers' creating different comprehended texts, but these 

can be held with varying degrees of tentativeness as the following con

trived, but not improbable, examples show: 

1.S.a. What's this paper about? 

b. I don't know. It's all Greek to me. 

c. I think it's about pronouns 

d. It's not very clear, but it's suggesting that pronouns 

are related to reading problems. 

e. It's a proposal to study the process of reading compre

hension through the analysis of miscues made on certain 

anaphoric pronouns. 

Statement of the Problem 

The study seeks to describe and explain the relationship be

tween the occurrence of miscues involving anaphoric third-person pro

nouns and a presumed interaction between the linguistic features of a 

published text and the cognitive interpreted text constructed during 

reading by the reader. The research question is: What evidence is 

provided by miscues involving third-person anaphoric pronouns for the 

view that readers comprehend a personal, cognitively constructed text? 

Significance of th,e Problem 

Additional understanding of any of the processes by which 

readers come to comprehend written text will have important conse

quences for the further study of reading and for building theories of 

reading. In addition to the research implications of improved 
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understanding Of the comprehension process, there is the prospect that 

teaching practice can be improved by applying a. more sensitive aware

ness to what children do when they comprehend written text. It is also 

possible that these understandings could lead to more appropriate ways 

of estimating the comprehension processes of young readers than the 

gross methods employed in school systems at present. 

The study of reading has as its goal the explication of a com

prehensive theory of reading at all levels of proficiency. Such a 

theory should be able to describe, explain, and predict the known facts 

about reading performance, including any observed differences in read

ers' understanding of what they have read. The theoretical model of 

reading which has been developed by K. S. Goodman (Goodman & 

Burke, 1973; Goodman & Goodman, 1978) over a number of years is 

such a theory. In this theory, the reading process is dominated by a 

concern to get to meaning, which is described in terms of Piagetian 

assimilation and accommodation. The reader assimilates those meanings 

that have been predicted and confirmed while unconfirmed meaning pre

dictions and prior knowledge that turns out to be inconsistent with 

what has been assimilated has to be changed or accommodated in order 

to be assimilated (Goodman & Goodman, 1978, pp. 2-13). 

Improved understanding of the comprehension process in read

ing will lead to teaching practices that are more sensitive to what 

readers are doing when they read. This is not meant to imply that new 

methods of instruction are likely, or even desirable, but rather that 

teachers are likely to make better judgments about readers and their 

reading when they have a clearer understanding of the processes 
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involved in reading. By the same reasoning improved understanding of 

the process of comprehension is likely to lead to better ways of eval-

uating the comprehension process in readers than those pencil-and-

paper tests presently used in schools that assume that the published 

text is what is comprehended and that any variation from the test 

maker's interpretation of this published text is to be regarded as 

miscomprehension. 

Limitations of the Study 

This study is concerned with analyzing the miscues associated 

with third-person anaphoric pronouns in order to make inferences about 

the way in which readers construct a referential base for the text they 

are comprehending. It must be stated that anaphoric third-person 

pronouns are not the only way in which referents can be maintained in 

written texts by authors and publishers. Nominal expressions, the use 

of the definite and indefinite article, and the use of do and do 50 as 

anaphors for verb phrases are all means in which authors and their 

editors and publishers attempt to specify the referents they have in 

mind in verbal form. This study will have little to say about questions 

relating to these phenomena. 

The data upon which this study are based have been derived 

from oral readings of narratives. It is by no means clear that narra-

tive and expository prose are different in the way the writer's text 

becomes a published text, but the possibility that they differ will have 

to be kept in view. 
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Definitions of Terms Used 

The following definition of terms will be used for the purposes 

of this study: 

1. Anaphora: The linguistic phenomenon by which the sense of an 

expression is repeated in following text. 

2. Anaphoric: Adjectival form of anaphora. 

3. Anaphor: The expression by which a sense already introduced 

into the text is repeated. 

4. Antecedent: The expression that initially introduces the sense 

that is later repeated anaphorically. 

5. Cataphora: An uncommon form of anaphora in which the ana

phor precedes the antecedent. 

6. Miscue: A~y unexpected oral reading response; that is, a re

sponse not expected by the investigator. 

7. Miscue analysis: A procedure for classifying and identifying 

the sources of oral reading miscues. 

8. Pronoun assignment: The cognitive process of identifying and 

linldng the sense of a pronoun to the sense of an antecedent 

expression. 

9. Reference: The use of expressions to refer to objects, enti

ties, and states of mind. 

10. Referent: The object, entity, or state of mind referred to by a 

referring expression. 

11. Text: Any passage, spoken or written, that is perceived by 

language users as a unified whole. 
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CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF LITERATURE 

The study seeks to describe and explain the relationship 

between the occurrence of miscues involving anaphoric third-person 

pronouns and an interaction between the linguistic features of a 

published text and the interpreted text constructed during reading by 

the reader. The specific research question is: What evidence is pro

vided by miscues involving third-person anaphoric pronouns for the 

view that readers comprehend a per.sonal cognitively constructed text? 

In this chapter the development of the present-day conception 

of reading comprehension will be outlined to show that its character

ization as a pe:r!'mn~l: cogniti.vely constructed text is well based. This 

will be followed by reviews of recent linguistic thinking on anaphora 

and pronouns. Next will come an account of psychological and psycho

linguistic views and research relating to pronouns and comprehension. 

The final section of the chapter will outline an alternate research 

paradigm to that of classical experimental research for language re

search and will cite evidence and argument supporting the use of mis

cue analysis as a research technique. 

Historical Background 

Shanklin (1981, p. 160) claimed that researchers have only re

cently come to develop theories of reading in which the process of com

prehension is seen as a constructive process in which the real meaning 

12 
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of a text resides, not in the material itself but in the transactions that 

take place between the reader and the text. It is true that such views 

are recent, and yet the facts on which constructive theories of compre

hension are based have been observed and reported for many years. 

Davis (1968) suggested that the research literature into reading 

from the late nineteenth century had reflected a view that reading was 

lIa natural concomitant of the mechanics of reading. n As an example of 

this attitude Davis cited a 1917 study by Thorndike, which on examina

tion demonstrates more interesting data than Davis allowed. 

Thorndike (1917) performed the simple experiment of asking 200 

Grade 6 children to read a short paragraph about children's attendance 

at school in a town called Franklin. This was followed by literal com

prehension questions. These questions elicited a range of responses 

that varied from unexpected to totally bizarre. Thorndike proceeded to 

explain this in terms of the reader's necessity to "weight" each of the 

main elements in a sentence and then to arrange these elements in their 

proper relation. What Thorndike characterized as errors were claimed 

to be the result of readers having assigned some elements in the para

graph or questions with overpotency so that for the reader they as

sumed greater significance than Thorndike assumed they should. In his 

discussion Thorndike (1917, p. 33) speculated on how mistakes in read

ing might arise and suggests that some students "may read fluently and 

feel that the series of words are arousing appropriate thoughts without 

really understanding the paragraph." 

The relationship between words and the "thoughts they arouse" 

has remained a central issue in conceptualizations of comprehension to 
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the present. Betts (1946, pp. 442, 452) wrote of comprehension as a 

capacity to exercise control over "language-fact relations," which are 

described in terms of the language user's capacity to make relations, 

facts, or constructions derived from experience and words. 

Further support for describing reader comprehension as being 

dependent on knowledge of word meanings was provided by studies by 

Davis (1944, 1968) in which he set out to isolate the variables underly

ing reading comprehension by statistically partitioning the variance of 

reading comprehension scores so that discrete, uncorrelated underlying 

factors could be identified. In his earlier study Davis (1944) identified 

five factors contributing to the variance of reading comprehension 

scores. These were: 

1. Knowledge of word meanings. 

2. Verbal reasoning. 

3. Sensitivity to implications. 

4. Following a structure of a passage. 

5. Recognizing the literary techniques of a writer. 

Yet only knowledge of word meanings and verbal reasoning (which is 

described as "weaving ideas in the content") were found to be signifi

cant in terms of accounting for the variation of scores on reading tests 

of comprehension. 

In his 1968 study Davis developed items to tap eight compre

hension skills identified by reading specialists and then selected items 

which were not correlated with each other but which showed significant 

correlation with comprehension measurement. The eight variables were: 
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1. Remembering word meanings. 

2. Inferring word meaning. 

3. Understanding implicitly stated content. 

4. Weaving ideas in the content. 

5. Making inferences about the content. 

6. Recognizing author's tone, mood, and purpose. 

7. Identifying author's literary technique. 

8. Following the structure of content. 

Despite the careful attention to separating out the variables, 

Davis had implicitly accepted the construct of comprehension as it was 

assessed by comprehension measures, but his analysis had only pro

vided a finer grained analysis of what had already been identified as 

comprehension by the test constructors and the specialists. The notion 

of comprehension itself was not analyzed in any theoretical way that 

might explain and predict new observations as well as describe known 

ones. Not surprisingly, given the previous view that meaning occurred 

as a consequence of recognizing words, Davis found word understand

ing as an important factor in comprehension. 

The stimulus for new conceptions of reading comprehension came 

from the revolntion in linguistics. In the early 1960s, Transformational 

Generative grammarians introduced descriptions of the tacit knowledge 

of language by which speakers could utter intelligible sentences and by 

which their hearers could interpret them. Chomsky's Syntactic Struc

tures (1957) and Aspects of the Theory of Syntax (1965) provided a 



linguistic model with potential psychological validity, which had im

mediate relevance for reading. 

Psycholinguistic Models 
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K. S. Goodman (1967) became the first reading educator to 

apply the new insights into language to reading. In his view, meaning 

was equated to the abstract relations or deep structure that held be

tween the elements of sentences. He was able to use formal descrip

tions of the "weighting and relations between elements of sentences" 

that Thorndike had only been able to speculate about in 1917. This 

new knowledge enabled Goodman (1967, p. 33) to criticize Spache (1964) 

and others who held that reading was to be described as a process of 

fluent and accurate word recognition. In its place Goodman offered the 

view that readers selectively sampled a graphic code and either directly 

encoded the SyTlt<lrtic dp.ep structure or recoded the graphic code to 

oral language and encoded the deep structure from the oral forms. In 

this first expression of a psycholinguistic model of reading Goodman saw 

the reader's comprehension process as one of reconstructing the mean

ing encoded in the author's deep structure. Any differences between 

the reader's meaning and the observer's meaning were attributed to the 

reader's predicting or accepting an alternate deep structure. 

In a 1972 paper Goodman (1982b, p. 19) expressed a recon

structive view of comprehension: "The reader starts with a graphic 

display, printed or handwritten, and if he is successful} he ends with 

a meaning, a reconstruction of the writer's message. II Goodman's evi

dence for this and subsequent theoretical adjustments came from his 
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continued observation and analysis of oral reading deviations or unex

pected responses to the published text. The unexpected responses, 

called miscues by Goodman, demonstrated that proficient readers strove 

to maintain an acceptable meaning in their oral reading (Goodman & 

Goodman, 1978, p. ,156), but the same evidence also demonstrated that 

~he meaning arrived at by these readers was not just a passive encod

ing of the author's text but involved a complex interplay of grapho

phonic knowledge, or sound-spelling relationships, syntactic knowledge, 

and prior knowledge of the world. 

By 1976 Goodman recognized that readers could hardly recon

struct what they had not first constructed, and he noted that, "What 

message the reader produces is partly dependent on what the writer in

tended, but is also very much dependent on what the reader brings to 

a particular text. It is a constructive process, this search for mean

ing" (Goodman, 1976, p. 78). The evidence to support this view and 

the view that syntactic deep structure plays a crucial role in compre

hension is reported by Goodman and Goodman (1978). 

In their study the miscues of children from eight dialect or 

second-language minority sUbpopulations across grades 2, 4, and 6 pro

vided the data. The miscues were coded in multiple ways for syntactic 

and semantic acceptability. Of those miscues that produced reader's 

texts involving grammatical transformations of the published text, over 

50% involved some change of the text's deep structure; yet across all 

24 groups in the study, only 4 second grade groups reached a 20% loss 

of deep structure, whereas the other 20 groups lost deep structure 

much less. Thus even when readers produced miscues that transformed 
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the published text, they overwhelmingly produced texts with assigned 

deep structures. An illustration of how readers produce a syntactically 

transformed text from the original published text is provided by miscue 

examples of one Mississippi fourth grader who consistently changed the 

clause structure of the text yet maintained a syntactically and seman-

tically acceptable text of his own (Goodman & Goodman, 1978, p. 4-75). 

0201 He picked up his hat with its burden of 
then he 

0202 ducks and heD(!) and held it level in the crook of 

0203 his arm. He bent down sideways to reach for his 

~ 
0203 pole,@his catch of four fishD 

"""" .... 0204 As he walked through the woods, there was a 
lis 

0205 bounce in his ste~ and he whistled a tun~ 
8tt 

0206 At Mr. Mudge's cabin, he stopped. 

The same psycholinguistic theories that had provided Goodman 

with the means of describing the reading process as a language process 

were taken up by Frank Smith (1971, 1978). Like Goodman, Smith 

(1978, p. 8) saw the goal of reading as meaning identification. In his 

view this is done by using information, which is defined in terms of its 

capacity to allow the reader to choose between alternatives, provided by 

what the reader already knows and from the printed text. The degree 

to which the same information is provided from a number of sources is 

called redundancy (Smith, 1978, p. 17). Because prior knowledge in-

volves knowledge of language and conceptual knowledge about the 

world, readers, as language-using participants in the world, are able to 

use this information to make varying amounts of the text information 
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redundant (Smith, 1978, p. 17). As so much information relating to 

reading can be provided by prior knowledge, Smith maintained that 

comprehension of a text is necessarily relative to the kind of prior 

knowledge readers are able to bring to the task. 

In a recent book on the subject of writing Smith (l982b, p. 87) 

devoted a chapter to the nature of the interaction between writers, 

text, and readers, which he referred to as a contract. In this 

contract, a writer sets out with intentions that are realized convention-

ally in the text and the reader, as a literate human being, recognizes 

the conventions and attempts to predict the writer's intentions (Smith, 

1982b, p. 95). Intentions for the writer and predictions for the reader 

range from the global, which are general and relate to texts of exten-

sive length, down to the focal, which may be as specific as providing 

the next word. Smith (1982b, p. 96) saw the contract operating thus: 

The conventions of the text reflect both the intentions that the 
writer expresses and the meanings that the reader anticipates. 
It is upon the conventions that the perspectives of writer and 
reader converge and intersect. The reader relies upon the 
writer to employ them and the writer relies on the reader to 
expect them. 

In a third edition of Understanding Reading, Smith (l982a, p. 

171) explained that the conventions are what we, as readers, expect to 

find when we read. These conventions can themselves take varying 

levels of generality. Smith identified the most general, or global, 

conventions as being similar to genre schemes or story grammars. At 

progressively lower levels of generality these conventions have been 

represented by discourse structures, cohesion, grammar and idiom, 

semantics, and spelling. That is to say, Smith saw attempts to 
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formalize the characteristics of text as attempts at describing culturally 

specific conventions. 

At this point Smith's account coheres closely with that of Good

man and Goodman (l978, p. 2-5, 6), who maintained that reading pro-

ceeds by a recursive series of strategies in which readers predict then 

confirm or correct unconfirmed predictions during optical, perceptual, 

and syntactic cycles that are "telescoped" into each other as the reader 

gets the meaning (Figure 1). 

Cycles 

optical meaning 

perception syntactic 

1\\ 
2 

Strategies 

Recognition - Initiation: normally 
occurs only once In each reading 
activity, 

Prediction 

3 Confirmation 

4 Correction 

5 Termination 

Figure 1. The revised Goodman Model of Reading. -- After 
Goodman & Goodman (1978), pp. 2-5, 6). 

Text-based Approaches 

A ttempts by other writers, principally cognitive psychologists, 

to describe the role of what Smith (1982a. 1982b) called conventions 

hav.e been described by C. L. Fredericksen (1977, p. 313) as lItext-

based" approaches to discourse analysis. These emphasize what 



21 

Frederickst!n called the "textual" controls of discourse processing in 

which the focus is on the way in which the sentence structure is made 

to cohere with the topic, themes, or subject matter, and the logical 

propositional base of a given discourse. For Carey and Smith (n.d., 

p. 1) text-based approaches focus on the structural characteristics of 

the text itself and seek "to provide an objective description of 

connected discourse and to delineate any linguistic constants which may 

exist across broader segments of a text" (Carey & Smith, p. 6). 

Pearson and Camperell (1981, pp. 30-32) noted that concern for 

the structure of text can be conveniently classified according to 

whether the approach taken is focused on the structural variations -that 

are taken to occur between rather small units of discourse, which they 

label as microstructure. This they contrast with macrostructure where 

the focus is on explicating the hierarchical aspects of text structure. 

Here the intention is to analyze the relationships between sequences of 

propositions, or case relations, within sentences in terms of hierarchical 

structure. In this structure some units are given higher values than 

others, either because the unit in question is defined as being 

superordinate in the case of expository prose or more central to the 

story in the case of narrative prose. Figure 2 illustrates a typical 

story grammar macrostructure prepared by Bower (1976) and reported 

by Guthrie (1977, p. 574). 

These approaches to text macrostructure have been taken up by 

a number of researchers. Narrative structures have been explored by 

Mandler and Johnson (1977), Rummelhart (1975), Stein and Glenn 
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Setting Theme 

I I 
A Location. 1 Events S - Goal. 7 - 8 

B 2-3:4 6 9 

c 10 

D 

Plot 

EPISODE A: 
Sul?goal. 11 

Attempt. 12 - Outcome. 13 

I 
EPISODE B: 
Subgoal. 14 

Attempt. 15 - Outcome. 20 

I \ 
16 -17 21 

I 
18 -19 

Resolution 

State. 22 

23 

24 

I 
25 - 26 

Figure 2. Bower's story grammar. -- From Guthrie (1977, 

22 

(1977), and Thorndyke (1977). In general, these studies have shown 

that, even though overt awareness of these structures may not develop 

until quite late in childhood or into early adolescence, elements "higher" 

in the tree diagram of Figure 2 (i.e., setting, theme, plot, and reso-

lution in distinction to particular details of episodes) are more likely to 

be remembered at all developmental levels and that ability to remember 

"lower order II information appears to be developmental. That is, this 

"ability" increases with age (Pearson & Camperell, 1981, p. 40). 

C. L. Fredericksen (1977, p. 314) (see also Van Dijk, 1977, p. 

4, and Kintsch, 1977, p. 35) linked what has been distinguished above 

as the difference between concern for macrostructure and microstruc-

ture by identifying the central concern as one of establishing 
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coherence. For macrostructure the concern is with propositional and 

thematic coherence, whereas the concern with microstructure is with 

inter- and intrasentential coherence. 

Coherence is more likely a property of writers' intentions and 

readers' predictio~s than it is a quality of printed marks. Implicit in 

Fredericksen's analysis is an acceptance that this coherence reflects the 

pragmatic or communicative context in which a message, text, or 

discourse is generated in the first place. This is to say that what 

counts as being contributory to coherence depends on the speaker's or 

writer's intention to be cooperative in communication (Grice, 1975; 

Winograd, 1977, p. 67), and then choosing the propositions and their 

sequencing in such a way that takes account of what the hearer or 

reader may be expected to know and what may be expected to be 

unknown. 

Given Smith's (1982a, 1982b) view that writers' intentions are 

realized conventionally and readers predict the conventions in ord~r to 

create meaning, then it seems that text-based approaches to discourse 

analysis are really attempts to specify the conventions by which writers 

and readers encode and infer information. 

Schema-based Approaches 

One approach taken by cognitive psychologists to discover how 

language comprehension works has been through schema theory. With 

schema-based approaches researchers and theoreticians have had as 

their goal the explication of the ways in which human knowledge is 

represented in memory and accessed, used, and altered during 
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activities like reading. More precise accounts of schema-based ap-

pro aches can be found in Rumelhart and Ortony (1977), Spiro (1977), 

and Anderson (1977). Rumelhart (1980) provided a general review of 

the basic principles underlying schema-based representations of knowl-

edge and cognition. In this reference Rumelhart (1980, p. 33) made 

extensive claims for the role of schemata upon which all information 

processing depends: 

Schemata truly are the building blocks of cognition. They are 
the fundamental elements upon which all information processing 
depends. Schemata are employed in the process of interpreting 
sensory data (both linguistic and non-linguistic), in retrieving 
information from memory, in organizing actions, in determining 
goals and sub goals , in allocating resources and generally in 
guiding the flow of processing in the system. 

Rumelhart asserted that a schema is really a theory about 

knowledge that does not just consist of pieces of factual knowledge but 

also determines how the knowledge will be used. Schemata are data 

structures for representing prototypical concepts in memory (Rumelhart, 

1980, p. 4; Rumelhart & Ortony, 1977, p. 101). These writers have 

suggested that schemata can be thought of as being analogous to play 

scripts that are activated only during performances and as plays can be 

performed on different occasions with variations, so schemata can be 

activated on different occasions with variations. In an example, 

Rumelhart offered a possible schema for buying and selling. Certain 

"variables" such as PURCHASER, SELLER, MERCHANDISE, and MONEY 

will be in established relation to each other and on particular occasions 

when the concept of schema of buying or selling is activated, these 

variables will be "filled n by the variables that are appropriate to the 
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context--these latter variables may themselves have been provided by 

other schemata. 

Rumelhart (l980, p. 37) suggested that the major function of 

schemata may lie in providing interpretations of sense data so that 

objects, events, and situations may be identified as their elements 

activate the variables of particular schemata. Schemata may be comple~ 

in that they can be arranged in hierarchies with superordinate and 

subordinate categories. The buying and selling schema discussed above 

is very simple, but it could form part of more complex schemata for 

financial expenditure, economics, or occupation and other complex 

con ceptualiza tions. 

The capacity for schemata to be arranged and embedded hierar

chically permits an important distinction to be made about ways in which 

they may be used. When a superordinate schema activates a subordi

nate schema the result is called "top-down" processing and the conse

quence is that some general "knowledge structure" predicts more 

specific structures. When "bottom-up" processing occurs it is because 

specific knowledge structures or schemata activate higher schemata in 

the hierarchy (Trabasso, 1981, p. 64). In the case of the informal 

shopping schema provided by Rumelhart above, "top-down" processing 

could occur if a previously activated, more general schema such as a 

conception of economic activity activated the shopping schema. 011 the 

other hand, if a subschema for shopping activated a higher level 

schema for economic activity, the processing would be "bottom-up." 

In reading, "top-down" processing occurs when general schem

ata permit predictions to be made about more specific features of the 
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published text being read. Thus, a schema for a particular novelist 

will lead to the reader's predicting or expecting certain kinds of 

events, characters, and stylistic variation of language. A schema 

consisting of purposes to find the causes of a historical event will 

contain subschemata of particular causes of events and will direct the 

search for information that will constitute the subschemata. At lower 

levels of generality a schema for a sentence will lead a reader to certain 

predictions and expectations that will direct perception so powerfully 

that typographic errors may not be noticed (Gollasch, 1980). 

"Bottom-up" processing in reading occurs when aspects of the 

published text activate subschemata, which in turn activate higher level 

schemata. By this process features of the text, letters, words, and 

sentences, will activate their own schemata, and these will activate 

higher schemata such as the spelling patterns of words, particular 

words, word meanings, sentence meanings, and so on until all the 

~t'elevant schemata, including schemata representing prior experiential 

knowledge have been activated. It is not likely that reading is ever 

totall y "top down" or "bottom up." The Goodman Model of Reading is 

an interactive model in which both processes occur (Goodman & Ges

pass, 1982). 

The significance of schema-based theories of cognition for read

ing lies in the way they can explain the processes by which readers' 

perceptions and conceptualizations are directed. illustrations of sche

mata such as the shopping one given above are capable of being misin

terpreted. Schemata are not merely cognitive data structures waiting 

for variables to fill their particular slots or place holders. They are 
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also modeis for processing data and thus serve not just as models for 

the contents of memory but also as models .for the processes of cogni

tion. Tierney (I982) claimed that at least some ostensibly schema-based 

approaches to reading research have failed to take this point. He sug

gested that some schema theorists have continued to conceptualize read

ing comprehension as the state of the reader's memory following reading 

rather than as a cognitive process that occurs during reading. Schema 

theories seem to be consistent with Goodman's notions of prediction, 

confirmation, and correction and with Smith's (1982a, p. 13) description 

of the reader's task being one of predicting and recognizing the conven

tions used by the writer. 

Introduction to Anaphora 

We turn now to one aspect of Smith's (1982a) conventions that 

is to be the focus of this study. The terms "anaphora" and "anaphoric 

relati,')n" are used to refer to a common, but as yet imperfectly 

described, convention of language by which the sense of an item or col

lection of items is referred to more than once in the same text other 

than by lexical repetition. Lyons (1977, p. 660) pointed out that the 

English word "refer" is derived from the Latin referre, which was used 

to translate the Greek anapherein, which included the sense of "bring 

back" or "repeat." Thus all of the underlined items in each of the fol

lowing sentences are in anaphoric relation with each other: 

2.1. Mary said she didn't like vodka. 

2.2. Nobody washes himself with gin. 

2.3. Every man will do what he thinks best. 
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2.4. Jean bought a new car and now Bill wants one. 

2.5 When Nancy went shopping Tom refused to. 

This is not an exhaustive list of the possible instances of anaphora in 

English, but it serves to . illustrate the concept. 

As discussed in the first chapter of this study, Halliday and 

Hasan (1976, 'p. 14) described anaphora as a form of presupposition 

whereby an item such as a pronoun points back to another element in 

the text for the full specification of its referential use. The term 

"antecedent" will be used in the remainder of this study to refer to the 

text element that provides the referential specification of the pre

supposing item. The term "anaphor" will be used to refer to the 

presupposing item. 

Some writers use the term n anaphora" to refer to the general 

class of relations that exist between pronouns and their presupposed 

antecedents (Lyons, 1977), whereas others make quite detailed distinc

tions. Gutwinski (1976, p. 66) diagrammed what he calls phoric rela

tions as shown in Figure 3. 

ana - cata -

Textual relations 

Contextual relations 

Figure 3. Phoric relations. -- From Gutwinski (1976, p. 76). 



29 

From point X in the text anaphoric relations refer back in the text, 

cataphoric relations refer forward in the text. Paraphoric relations are 

those between text item X and items in another text. Exophoric 

relations are those between a text item and the context, whereas rela

tions between the text and a shared cultural or knowledge base are 

homophoric. 

For the purposes of this study the general term "anaphora" or 

"anaphoric" will be used to refer to the general relationships between 

pronouns and their antecedents. It will also be used more specifically 

to refer to the relationship that holds between specific antecedent 

expressions in text and following pronouns that presuppose these 

expressions. In this sense anaphora and anaphoric will be used in 

contradistinction to "cataphora" and "cataphoric" and "exophora" and 

"exophoric." The terms II cataphoric, "-- meaning the relation that holds 

when a pronoun precedes its text antecedent and "exophoric"-- meaning 

the relation that holds between a pronoun and an entity that lies out

side the text but is within some shared context of discourse between 

participants--will be used. Examples illustrating these distinctions are 

given below: 

anaphoric: John and his mother drove home. 

cataphoric: As his mother is quite frail 

exophoric: 

John drove slowly. 

"Is this slow enough, Mother?" 

he asked. 
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Pronouns are deemed to be anaphoric to the extent that they 

presuppose other expressions previously mentioned or yet to come in 

the text. That is to say, the referential meaning of the pronoun is to 

be understood in terms of its being in relation to an antecedent expres

sion so that it repeats or anticipates the sense of the antecedent. 

Linguistic accounts of the status and role of pronouns in sen

tences and longer text are varied and controversial. Perhaps the most 

persistent view is that they are substitutes for other forms (Bloomfield, 

1933, p. 247). The Concise Oxford Dictionary (1958, p. 961) defines a 

pronoun as n a word used instead of a proper noun or another noun to 

designate a person or thing already mentioned, or known from context, 

or forming the subject of inquiry. n This view is repeated by Lees and 

Klima (1969, p. 145): "The very name 'pronoun' taken directly from 

French and Latin in its original, is still understood etymologically, and 

we believe quite correctly, as 'a word used in place of a noun.'" What

ever the traditional status of this substitution view of pronouns it turns 

out to be less than satisfactory as a basis for explanation of the role of 

pronouns in ordinary discourse. 

The chlef value of pronouns in text seems to lie in the cog

nitive economy they offer language users. The fact that this cognitive 

economy may be difficult to formally describe and explain should not 

blind us to the fact that it seems to make language easier to understand 

rather than more difficult. An English language without pronouns is 

conceivable, but it is likely that it would be harder rather than simpler 

to process because the full lexical repetition of items that would be 

necessary would increase the redundant information in text (Wasow, 
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1979, p. 2). Given the known processing limits of human cognition 

(Smith 1982b, p. 42) more of that limited capacity would be required 

for the interpretation of reference than is now required for the inter

pretation of pronouns. 

The Transformational View of Pronouns 

The transformational view of pronouns in anaphoric relation with 

other expressions has provided a small but lively and inconclusive de

bate over the correct way to capture the facts about pronoun distribu

tion within an acceptable set of formal rules. An early and influential 

attempt to explain pronouns in generative terms was made by Lees and 

Klima (1969), who proposed a pronominalization transformation to ac

count for reflexive pronouns within the same sentence as their ante

cedents. This purely syntactic account was intended to illustrate how 

the following data could be explained. 

2 • 6 • I see him. 

2.7. I see myself. 

2.8. He sees me. 

2.9. He sees himself. 

2.10. *1 see himself. 

2.11. *He sees myself. 

This could be described by a nonformal rule that specifies that when 

the subject and object forms are identical the object form must take the 

self form. Th us 

2.12. He sees him. 
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would not be blocked when He and him were not identical. At the time 

when this account was developed, syntactic accounts were regarded as 

being distinct from, and unable to make any, predictions about meaning 

(Wasow, 1979, p. 13), so to account for differences in sentence pairs 

such as 

2. 13. The men threw a smokescreen around themselves 

2.14. The men found a smokescreen around them. 

Lees and Klima (1969, p. 152) proposed that reflexization must 

apply only in those cases where the nominal pairs were identical 

and were within the same simplex (sentence). 

This account led to difficulties for those possible but hardly 

common sentences in which identical nouns or noun phrases were not 

coreferen tial, as occurs in the following examples: 

2.15. Jim saw Jim yesterday. 

2.16. The man on the bridge saw the man on the horse. 

To prevent these formations from being "pronominalized", Chomsky 

(1965) proposed that noun phrases in deep structure were marked with 

referential indices so that those that sharp.d the same index would be 

deemed to be coreferential and thus come under a pronominalization 

transformation as proposed by Lees and Klima (1969). 

The theory was extended by Langacker (1969), who proposed 

additional specifications to the analysis so that pronominalization could 

operate across conjoined clauses and could be extended to cataphoric 

relationships as in the following examples: 



"2.17. The woman who was to marry him will visit 

Ralph today. 

2.18. I think that Ralph is more intelligen-:. 

than he looks. 

The rule was modified so that a noun phrase could pronominalize 
a 

another referentially identical noun phraseb except where the noun 
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phraseb preceded noun phrase
a 

and noun phraseb was immediately dom

inated by an S node, which also dominated noun phrase. Thus, in a 

Figure 4, phrase
a 

can pronominalize noun phras~ because it either 

precedes noun phraseb or it is not dominated by the same S node that 

dominates noun phraseb • 

s 

~-NPb 

NP can pronominalize NPb and NP. NP can pronominalize 
a c 0 

NP and NP. NP cannot pronominalize either NP and NP
b

• 
a c c a 

Figure 4. Langacker's Precede and Command rule. -- After 
Langacker (1969). 
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Ross (1969) further extended the transformational account of 

pronouns by suggesting that many of the facts of pronoun distribution 

could be described by (a) allowing the pronominalization rule to operate 

in cycles and (b) introducing a rule, EQUI-NP DELETION, by which 

under specific circumstances, identical noun phrases can be deleted. 

By orderiI).g these rules, PRONOMINALIZATION could occur in both 

directions within the derivations of complex sentences. 

These early transformational solutions to the presence of pro

nouns, however, did not solve all problems. Bresnan (1971) pointed 

out that a rule-ordering paradox arose between the known rules for a 

transformation called THERE INSERTION and PRONOMINALIZATION. 

Dougherty (1969) pointed out that some sentences exist for which no 

pairs of coreferential noun phrases could be found: 

2.19 Each of the men took his lunch to work. 

Bach (1970) showed that if pronouns were to be derived from corefer

ential noun phrases including relative clauses, then sentences like 

2.20 The man who shows he deserves the prize will win. 

would have to be derived from infinite deep structures. 

Postal (1969) proposed that reflexive pronouns were best 

described as a determiner + noun where the pronominal stem functioned 

as a determiner to the noun self. By a similar analysis he described 

pronouns as articles which arose because the llOuns from which they 

were derived were marked with a feature permitting pronominalization. 

This feature permitted reduction of the noun to a derived form of 

definite article marked for case, number, and gender. 
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McCawley (1970) proposed an account by which the semantic 

relations of sentences provided the base structure and the syntactic 

form of sentences was derived from this by transformation (Wasow, 

1979, p. 40). Repetition of identical semantic entities in noun phrases 

could then be' achieved with pronouns by rules sensitive to the distri-

bution of pronouns and the semantic or propositional base of the 

sentence. 

Other syntactic treatments of pronouns have been provided by 

Stockwell, Schachter, and Partee (1973) and Wasow (1979). In these, 

syntheses of a number of positions with respect to pronouns have been 

attempted. Stockwell et al. (1973) accepted Postal's (1969) view that 

pronouns were derived from definitization of determiners and nouns to 

articles and thence to pronouns. The analysis offered in the case of 

pronouns that occur without prior referents within the sentence (that 

is, pronouns that occur nonanaphorically as in 

2.21. Schwartz claims he is sick. 

where Schwartz and he are not coreferential) was that the pronoun is 

derived from forms like the one. Wasow (1979, p. 143) adopted the 

position that anaphors must be present in deep structure and are not 

derived from full noun phrases as the earlier transformationalists 

argued. He proposed that such entries should be described as being in 

anaphoric relation rather than being coreferential and thus he avoided 

some of the difficulties of explaining coreference with indefinite ante-

cedents and missing antecedents. His motivation for this is to restrict 

the number of possible descriptions of linguistic phenomena in order to 
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produce the kind of economy of rules that could explain the ease with 

which young children appear to learn the language. By this require-

ment, explanations of anaphora and pronominal anaphora must not be 

permitted to require rules that can be shown to be unnecessary. 

Smith (1982) argued that syntactic accounts of pronouns should 

not address the question of reference and coreference at all. Develop-

ing an argument first presented by Strawson, Smith argued that refer-

ence and coreference arise as a consequence of the ways speakers use 

language rather than as a fact about the structure of the language it-

self. His contention is that questions of reference belong to a theory 

of syntax that must serve as 

• • • a referentially opaque, computationally shallow (= solipsis
tic) output which merely provides an approximate input for the 
extensive general reasoning processes which do the real work in 
telling us what a speaker means by what he says, including his 
referring (p • 2). 

The grammatical system for Smith is required to give" •• only a 

prima facie justified belief in the cognitive mapping of sentence tokens 

onto sentence types" (p. 2), and he further argued that it is sufficient 

for the system to provide a propositional representation of what has 

been said (p. 32). 

The view of pronouns presented by Smith is that they exist 

within the grammar analogously to the variables of propositional logic. 

Partee (1970, 1975) presented a somewhat similar argument, except that 

she denied that uniform treatment of pronominalization is possible. Her 

case accepts the transformational account for pronominal substitution of 

identical linguistic expressions such as proper nouns or definite 

descriptions. She suggested another process that treats the NPs in the 
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base structure as variables that are then either deleted or pronominal

ized under identity by obligatory rules would account for other pro-

nouns. 

To a large extent Partee's argument confuses the semantic and 

syntactic issues that Smith took painE! to separate. Smith suggested in

stead that all pronouns occurring in well-formed sentences ar~ bound 

variables. In the case of sentences containing quantifiers the pronoun 

is bound if the quantifier precedes and commands the pronoun J and 

where no explicit quantifiers exist the pronoun is bound locally by 

existential quantification. Thus variables are distinguished by the 

scope of the quantifiers they fall under. 

Smith then outlined a system of rules for assigning quantifier 

scope within the sentence so that quantifiers bind every identical vari

able that is not bound by other qualifiers. 

It would seem though that Smith's attempt to explain pronomi

nalization entirely within the syntactic system rests on the establishment 

of identity between variables and this identity rests on some semantic 

bases. A position he sets out to avoid. 

In all of these cases the transformational approach to explaining 

the distribution of pronouns is limited by a focus on the structural 

relations within the sentence. The demands of a theory that would 

account for the structure and shape of language in terms of the struc

tUre of sentences has proved to be problematic for the explanation of 

phenomena such as pronouns that appeared to function across 

sentences. 
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Wasow's (979) care to avoid appeals to coreference was well 

motivated, because coreference is a consequence of the way language is 

used by language users rather than a property of its structure. That 

is, speakers use forms to refer, and the reference relations between 

forms arise as a consequence of what speakers do. This pragmatic ap

proach to anaphora has been taken in some recent commentaries on the 

phenomenon. 

Stenning (1978) pointed out that anaphora is a textual phenom

enon in which anaphors refer back to linguistic units such as words 

and phrases and to units of meaning such as references, logical vari

ables, and senses. Stenning (p. 188) suggested that the logical 

description of the semantics of sentences does not solve the problem of 

interpretation. That is to say, the logical calculus having assigned 

values to the expressions within a sentence does so on the assumption 

that the logical representation. uniquely determines interpretation, but 

as he pointed out, identical expression that have different referents in 

different contexts pose a problem for the description of natural 

language semantics in logical terms. Thus, to the extent that similar 

sentences can have different meanings on different occasions a logical 

representation must include some specification of the domain in which 

the sentence is true. 

In contrast to this, Stenning (1978, p. 189) offered the possi

bility of sentences being described in terms of their meanings in a local 

rather than a universal domain. He proposed that the meaning of 

indexical expressions can be explained in terms of construction of an 

interpretation, which will include a description of the context. What 
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Stenning had in mind as a context of interpretation was a model of the 

text within which a description can be formulated. Anaphors then 

function to point to "structures in the model that has already been con

structed (when the antecedent was met)" (p. 198). 

Hankamer and Sag (1976) have suggested that there are two 

kinds of anaphora. Those that can be derived by syntactic processes 

are surface anaphora. Deep anaphora that exists in the base structure 

of sentences represents semantic units (p. 422). The conditions under 

which anaphora are inserted (and interpreted) are "that the speaker 

presumes the context of the anaphor to be recoverable, either from 

linguistic context • • . or from the pragmatic environment" (p. 122). 

A similar approach was taken by Nash-Webber (1979, 1980). She 

proposed that speakers and listeners construct discourse models that 

mediate the interpretation of anaphora that arise. 

A Text-linguistic Approach 

An alternate linguistic description to that of the transforma

tional generative grammarians has been offered by Halliday (1967a, 

1967b, 1968) and Halliday and Hasan (1976). In this analysis English is 

described in terms of three overarching macrofunctions, which corre

spond to generalized uses, or functions, of language. It is Halliday's 

contention that the formal system and structure of language reflect the 

generalized functions of language. The macrofunctions are not equiva

lent to the uses that individual speakers make of their language but 

represent generalized categories of function that underlie all utterances. 
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The Ideational Function, which is realized within the transitivity 

system of the clause, enables speakers to express "both the processeD 

within and beyond the self • • • the phenomena of the external world 

and those of consciousness and the logical relations deducible from 

them" (Halliday, 1973, p. 91). Semantic roles such as Agent, Process, 

Goal, Affected are the elements that enter into this system of informa

tion transmission. The second macrofunction is the Interpersonal Func

tion within which the mood and modality of verbs indicate the choice of 

speech role (mood) and the attitude taken to the utterance by the 

speaker (modality). The third macrofunction is a Textual Function by 

which an utterance is made to cohere as text. This function is realized 

within the structure of the clause by theme (and rheme) and across 

clauses by the organization of information into given and new (Halliday 

& Hasan, 1976, p. 27). Other aspects of the texture of English are 

realized non structurally by what Halliday and Hasan call cohesion. 

Cohesion takes place when one part of a text is dependent upon 

another part for its interpretation (Halliday & Hasan, 1976, p. 4). The 

two elements of the text so related form a cohesive tie. Ties can fall 

into five different types: reference, substitution, ellipsis, conjunction, 

and lexical cohesion. Pronouns form part of the reference system of 

cohesion, but because first- and second-person pronouns identify par

ticipants in a discourse they are not normally cohesive in Halliday and 

Hasan's (1976, p. 49) terms. Third-person pronouns are cohesive 

because they imply the presence of a text referent. 

It seems then that the phenomenon of anaphora in text, and in 

particular pronoun anaphora, plays an important role in the 
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construction of texts and may involve inferences in the construction of 

a model of the text or the interpretation of the text itself. 

Empirical Approaches to Anaphora 

Empirical investigations into the role of pronouns in language 

processing have taken several directions. 

Developmental aspects of anaphora have received attention from 

various writers. Karmiloff Smith (1979) has addressed the general 

question of the development of anaphora in children's language through 

a study of the use and comprehension of definite and indefinite refer

ence in children. Karmiloff Smith's hypothesis is that young children 

initialiy make reference exophorically and deicticaliy and that only over 

time does the child come to use reference anaphorically or with the 

explicit function of referring to the same reference as a prior antece

dent. In this view Karmiloff Smith (1979, p. 40) accepted a position 

taken by Lyons (1977) that anaphoric expressions refer not to the ante

cedent expression itself but to the same referent as the antecedent is· 

used to refer to. In accepting Lyon's view on this point Karmiloff 

Smith nevertheless retained a distinction between the function deixis 

and anaphora play by suggesting that deixis is used by speakers to 

clarify a referent or coreferent, whereas anaphora is used to hold dis

course together and implicitly inform addresses that the theme of dis

course is being maintained, while at the same time a reference is being 

made to a referent. Karmiloff Smith's experimental results with French

speaking children from 3 to 12 years of age led her to conclude that 

reference that was based initially on spatial deixis and only later be-
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came focused on the Iltemporal universe of discourse" (p. 217). Part of 

the evidence for this claim consisted of the children's selection of gen

der for some third-person anaphoric pronouns. In French, pronouns 

take the same gender as that of the text antecedent rather than the 

extra linguistic natural gender of the entity to which the reference is 

made. Thus Karmiloff Smith (1977, p. 49) cited as an example the fact 

that in French the word for victim is feminine and requires a feminine 

determiner even when the victim is in fact masculine. 

The experimental results indicated that younger children tended 

to choose pronouns reflecting the phonological cues of the antecdent of 

the referent rather than the grammatical gender required by the ante

cedent. This tendency changed as children grew older. Some interest

ing observations were made by several children who in discussions 

following the experiments indicated that they were conscious of the need 

to maintain cohesion by choosing pronouns of the same gender as the 

antecedent. 

In another study with a narrower age range of young English

speaking children Tanz (1980) examined deitic revers ability in the use 

of personal pronouns that require speakers to shift the use of!, you, 

and he, she, depending on the speech roles being taken up within an 

exchange. She reported that insofar as pronouns were concerned the 

person system appeared to be mastered by 2 years and that the appro

priate use of pronouns was the first part of the deictic potential of the 

language to be mastered (Tanz, 1980, p. 145). At any event the 

results suggest that pronouns should not prove to be unduly problem

atic for school-age children. 



Two other directions taken by empirical researchers are of 

interest to this study. In most cases these studies have followed an 

experimental research paradigm (Campbell & Stanley, 1966) and have 

been c~ncerned with aspects of the process by which pronouns are 

assigned to antecedents and then integrated into memory. 
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The first set of studies of interest involved attempts to explore 

the role of pronouns in memory for text. Lesgold (1972) explored the 

functions of pronouns in memory. Noting that contemporary research 

had shown semantic propositions more likely to be encoded in memory 

than syntactic form he set up two experiments to discover memory for 

propositions connected either by pronouns, conjunctions, or second 

nouns. He found that when probed for recall and when recalling freely 

his subjects recalled more propositions for sentence type 2.22 than for 

sentence type 2.23: 

2.22 The blacksmith was skilled and he pounded the anvil 

which was dented. 

2.23. The blacksmith was skilled and the anvil 

was dented and the blacksmith pounded the anvil. 

Lesgold went on to suggest that pronouns could in fact act as flags in 

the surface structure of sentences to signal that propositions are to be 

connected. Caramazza et ale (1977) approached the question of pronoun 

assignment from another direction and suggested that certain verbs of 

causality predisp,')se language users to assign pronouns to particular 

antecedents. They offered the following pair of sentences as illustra-

tion: 



2.24. Jane hit Mary because she had stolen a 

tennis racket. 

2.25. Jane angered Mary because she had stolen 

a tennis racket. 
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Using adult subjects the experimenters measured the time taken for 

each subject to orally identify the referent for the pronoun in sentences 

similar to 2.24 and 2.25. The results confirmed the claims that certain 

verbs predispose subjects to assign pronouns in a particular way, but 

the results also suggested to the investigators that the assignment 

takes place at the end of the clause. In their results Caramazza et al. 

found, not surprisingly, that gender influenced assignment as well as 

verb bias, and when neither gender or verb bias could help, subjects 

chose the noun phrase serving the same grammatical function as the 

pronoun. The author:: concluded by claiming their results provided 

evidence in support of a Clause-based processing strategy. 

Yet another approach to this question was taken by Clark and' 

Sengul (1979). They suggested that listeners must first identify old 

and new information from the syntactic structure of the text. Second, 

they must search memory to identify the referent for the old (given) 

information. If no such referent can be found, they make a nplausible 

bridging assumption n and attach the new information to the identified or 

added referent. Clark and Sengul suggested that as referents are in

troduced into discourse there is some discontinuity in the availability of 

referents for pronoun assignment. That is, as a discourse progresses 

only the most recent referents will be available for resolution of 
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pronouns. Using adult subjects, Clark and Sengul recorded the times 

taken by their subjects to comprehend paragraphs involving referents 

and target sentences containing coreferential nouns and pronouns. Fol

lowing three experiments they reported that the clause immediately prior 

to the sentence being processed seems to have a privileged status with 

respect to the recoverability of referents. 

Carpenter and Just (1977) reported a study in which they 

observed reader eye movements to examine the influence of linguistic 

cues on integrative processes, including pronoun assignment. They 

hypothesized that eye movements would reveal "ongoing" interpretation 

processes, and when antecedents for ambiguous pronouns were encoun

tered readers did regress but the investigators could not be sure that 

these regressions were to find an antecedent. Despite these uncer

tainties, Carpenter and Just suggested that their subjects were more 

likely to select fore grounded noun phrases. as referents. The subject 

of a sentence was more likely to be chosen as a referent than the 

object, and expressions in superordinate clauses are more likely to be 

taken as referents than expressions in subordinate clauses. The 

authors raised the possibility that these tendencies may reflect a 

processing heuristic as the same responses were noted in other 

experiments in which readers were not able to look back in the text. 

Hirst and Brill (1980) investigated the effects of context on 

pronoun assignment by attempting to carefully control the context. 

Ambiguous sentences were constructed and graded in terms of 

plausibility of pronouns' being assigned to one of two available noun 

phrase referents. These sentences had pronoun-referent structures 
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that were either highly plausible, slightly plausible, neutral, slightly 

implausible, or highly implausible. An example is given below: 

2.26 Henry spoke at a meeting while John drove to 

the beach. He brought along a surfboard. 

Hirst and Brill argued that the greater the plausibility or implausibility. 

the greater the contextual constraint on pronoun assignment. Subjects 

took longer to assign pronouns for those sentences with lower indices of 

plausibility, and the investigators suggested that this provided evidence 

that integration takes place while the pronoun is being assigned. 

Hirsch and Brill (p. 174) concluded that pronouns "may not necessarily 

trigger a search through memory for antecedents but may alert the 

reader to the need to integrate the information in the pronominalized 

clause with the preceding text." 

J. R. Fredericksen (1981) explored the factors involved in pro

nominal assignment. He compared two theories of assignment. A rein

statement theory specifies that readers call up or reinstate the set of 

noun phrases from prior text when they encounter pronouns. An alter

native theory, he suggested, is that a pronoun activates an "empty 

slot," which is filled when semantic constraints allow this. He sug

gested two possible routines. In one, a pronoun might be dominated in 

f~llowing text by the last referent to which it was assigned. The 

alternative view is that pronouns are only momentarily attached to their 

referents as the text is processed and are then free to be attached to 

other noun phrases as the need arises. 

Fredericksen explored these positions with a study involving 44 

mixed-ability tenth and twelfth graders. He found that readers, 
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particularly less skilled readers, use a strategy of selecting the gram

matical subject of an initial sentence as the referent for following 

pronouns. Topicalization of a referent influenced pronoun assignment, 

and this influence tended to negate the effects of distance (see Clark III 

Sengul, 1979). These findings suggested to Fredericksen that readers 

do not merely construct a propositional text base as they read but are 

sensitive to syntactic processes like topicalization. 

All of these studies and others dealing with anaphora in general 

(Garrod III Sanford, 1977, 1978; Fishman, 1978; Yekovich III Walker, 

1978; McKoon III Ratcliff, 1980; Chang, 1980) support the notion that 

pronominalization involves a resolution process that integrates propo

sitional information in memory. Yet because of the nature of these 

experimental studies some reservations about their external validity 

must be made. 

In each case the data upon which the findings are based were 

obtained from subjects reading discrete sentences or paragraphs without 

any real language function outside the context of the experiment itself. 

Even without the claim of Tierney and La Zansky (1980) that readers' 

purposes, as well as the demands of the material, determine the relative 

roles of text and prior knowledge in reading, such experiments seem 

based on a kind of reading that is quite unlike anything anyone is 

likely to encounter outside a university psychology laboratory. There 

is clearly a need for an examination of these issues in a way that 

reflects the nature of the task as it is ordinarily understood. 

A number of studies have explored the role of pronouns in 

learning to read and in the development of reading. Bormuth et al. 
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(1970) set out to develop a taxonomy of comprehension skills based on, 

within, and between sentence structures. Bormuth and his collabora

tors reported that their fourth grade subjects found personal pronouns 

the most difficult anaphoric relation to understand. This result was 

challenged by Lesgold (1972), who claimed that the attempt to find a 

strictly syntactic hierarchy of difficulty was unlikely to succeed. He 

pointed out that syntactic rules are bound up with semantic complexity 

and the ability to resolve pronouns relates to issues like processing 

capacity and the availability of imaginal codes. 

Richek (1976) compared the comprehensibility of paraphrase 

alternations of anaphoric forms (noun, pronoun, and null-ellipsis) for 

third grade readers. She reported that nouns were easier than 

pronouns, which were easier than elliptical or omitted forms. She con

cluded that her study had not been able to fully account for the com

plexity of context, and she suggested that further studies should be 

directed more closely to the kinds of tasks children encounter in 

school. Barnitz (1978) studied the effects of different referent types 

(noun, noun phrase, or sentence), referent-pronoun order and 

reference distance for the pronoun 11 it" among second, fourth, and 

sixth graders. He claimed that comprehension of pronoun forms is still 

developing in the middle elementary grades. 

A number of studies have been reported by John Chapman in 

which the ability of children to comprehend pronouns in written lan

guage has been examined. In the first reported study Chapman (1979) 

claimed that modified cloze tests with deleted anaphoric pronouns and 

modified cloze tests with nonanaphoric deletions are handled differently 
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by able and less able 8-year-old readers. In his study the differences 

between fluent and non fluent readers were greater for anaphoric dele

tions than for nonanaphoric deletions. Chapman suggested that this 

indicated that the ability to pl"OCess anaphoric pronouns is a funda

mental process of fluent reading. In 1980 Chapman reported that 

children up to age 14 were still developing the ability to resolve the 

referents of pronouns in test sentences. 

Clearly the processes of pronoun assignment and resolution are 

important aspects of reading comprehension. The requirement is for an 

investigation that will reflect the kinds of processes used by young 

readers as they engage in real reading tasks similar to those they en

counter in their home life and at school. 

Miscue Analysis 

This study was designed as a naturalistic inquiry which, 

following Guba (1978, p. 3) and Cambourne (1976; 1977, p. 612), is 

distinguished from other research modes on two dimensions: " (a) the. 

degree of manipulation of conditions antecedent to the inquiry, and (b) 

the degree of constraint imposed on outputs by subjects involved in the 

inquiry. n Such an approach to research can be contrasted most 

explicitly with experimental and quasi experimental design (Campbell & 

Stanley, 1966) in which the purpose of research design is to control 

variance so that its occurrence in preselected dependent variables can 

be explained by the variance of the independent variables rather than 

by error. 



Goodman (1976, p. 93) criticized experimental approaches to 

research on reading and reading instruction on three grounds: 
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1. They can only "prove or disprove" a small set of hypotheses 

already believed to be true. 

2. liThe requirement for mass data and random samples causes a 

focus only on central tendencies in statistics, whereas individ

ual variation and deviation may be most enlightening. n 

3. Rigorous manipulation of the data can never make up for the 

original poor quality of the data itself. 

An important distinction to be made for a proper understanding 

of the orientation of this study is made by Bogdan and Taylor 

(reported by Guba (1978, p. ll). They identified two theoretical per

spectives that have dominated social science. On the one hand is 

"positivism. n which searches the facts or causes of social phenomena 

without concern for the perceptions of the participants in the phe

nomena. The contrasting approach is "phenomological," which is con-· 

cerned with understanding human behavior from within the experience 

of the participants. 

The value of a naturalistic approach in this proposed study lies 

in the fact that the problem concerns the interaction of young readers 

with narrative texts similar to the kind they meet in school. In order 

to examine the distribution of facts about reading as it occurs in school 

it is necessary that the task to be observed resemble as closely as pos

sible the task as children experience it in school. 
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Miscue analysis is a naturalistic technique in which readers are 

asked to orally read a passage likely to be n somewhat difficuW' (Good

man, 1973, p. 7). They are told that no help will be available if they 

run into difficulties and that at the end of the reading they will be 

req uired to retell all they can recall. The selection to be read should 

have all the qualities of a coherent text. The reading is tape re

corded, and unexpected responses are coded and analyzed by a taxon

omy of questions. The technique has been successfully applied to a 

number of studies that raised issues related to the reading process. 

Miscue analysis has been used in many studies of readers and 

reading. The following examples are not an exhaustive listing but are 

indications of the use and findings of miscue studies as they relate to 

this study. 

The early miscue studies were principally directed to exploring 

the nature of the reading process as it was observed in different 

groups of readers. Thus the model of the reading process that is 

known as the Goodman Model of Reading is a result of the studies such 

as the one by Goodman and Burke (1968-), who investigated and sought 

to explain the miscues of fourth- and fifth-grade proficient readers. 

Y. M. Goodman (1967) used the technique in a longitudinal study of 

young readers becoming literate. This was followed by a study of the 

grammatical transformations made by second, fourth, and sixth grade 

readers (Goodman & Burke, 1969). A 3-year study by Goodman C?;nd 

Burke (1973) examined children at three proficiency levels in second, 

fourth, sixth, eighth, and tenth grades and concluded that there is a 

single reading process that applies in common to all readers. 
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The reliability and validity of the model were further estab

lished by studies involving readers from different groups. Further 

explorations of the universal nature of the process were conducted with 

different populations of readers with different set purposes, with 

different levels of prior knowledge, with different languages, and with 

visually impaired and deaf children. Thornton (1973) and Ryan (1979) 

investigated the effects of setting or not setting different purposes for 

reading. Rousch (1972) examined the effects of different levels of 

prior knowledge on children's oral reading miscues. Stenroos (1975) 

examined the operation of the process among children labelled as gifted. 

Romatowski (1972) studied bilingual reader responses to Polish and 

English texts, and Hodes (1976) studied bilingual Yiddish and English 

readers. Gutnecht (1971) studied the reading of visually impaired sub

jects, and Ewoldt (1977) redeveloped miscue analysis to study the sign 

lang uage miscues of deaf readers. In all these studies the reliability 

and the validity of the technique was demonstrated and the descriptive, 

explanatory, and predictive nature of the model was confirmed. 

Recent studies have utilized miscue analysis to explore more 

general questions about reading, either by reexamining the data upon 

which the Goodman theory of the reading process has been built or by 

conducting new research designs. Rhodes (1978) used miscue analysis 

to examine the relationship between reader performance and the seman

tic structure of texts as described by cohesion analysis (Halliday & 

Hasan, 1976), propositional analysis (Kintsch, 1977) and story grammar 

(Stein & Glenn, 1977). Goodman and Gollasch (1981) examined the 

nature of readers' omissions in reading. Altwerger and Goodman (1982) 
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examined sentences that had produced many miscues in previous studies 

in order to discover factors involved in text difficulty. Goodman and 

Gespass (1982) took the stories used by Goodman in earlier studies and 

calculated ratings for each sentence based on qualitative analysis of the 

misc.ues produced within the sentences. The ranked sentences were 

then examined in the light of their role in the cohesion of the story by 

Halliday and Hasan (1976) or in the case of one story, in the proposi

tional structure of the story by Harste and Feathers (1979). Goodman 

and Gespass (1982, p. 158) concluded that their study demonstrated the 

power of miscue analysis to study text structure. 

The point of including reference to these studies is not to claim 

that miscue analysis is a research instrument to be applied "willy nilly" 

to reading research problems. The purpose is to illustrate that miscue 

analysis is an appropriate technique to generate data about the reading 

process and that the extent to which research questions are concerned 

with the reading process determines the suitability of miscue analysis 

for research. 



CHAPTER 3 

DESIGN OF STUDY 

This study seeks to describe and explain the relationship 

between the occurrence of miscues involving anaphoric third-person 

pronouns and a presumed interaction between the linguistic features of 

a published text and a cognitive-interpreted text constructed during 

reading by the reader. The research question is: What evidence is 

provided by miscues involving third-person anaphoric pronouns for the 

view that readers comprehend a personal cognitively constructed text? 

This has been planned as a naturalistic study involving as little 

researcher manipulation of the stimulus inputs and response outputs as 

possible. This is in sharp contrast to the demands of experimental or 

quasi-experimental studies (Campbell & Stanley, 1966) where the inves

tigator is concerned to obtain unambiguous answers to specific research 

questions. In a study of the kind being proposed the investigator's 

concern is to generate hypotheses from the data rather than to test 

them empirically. 

The data collected by K. S. Goodman for a previous study pro

vide the data base chosen for the problem outlined above. This 

approach is different from that of an experimental or quasi-experimental 

approach because the data would have been collected to test specific 

hypotheses. In experimental research individual observations of the 

behavior being observed are converted to numerical values on differellt 
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scales of measurement. These are then subjected to various analyses, 

which enable inferences to be made about the relationship between vari

ables that are claimed to underlie the numerical scales. A well-designed 

experimental or quasi-experimental study will have data arranged in a 

way that permits statistical analyses to be validly performed. To draw 

inferences from these data in a post hoc fashion may violate some of the 

assumptions upon which statistical inference is built. 

The same problem does not arise from naturalistic studies be

cause the investigator is less concerned with generalizing the effects of 

preselected variables to a population than with discovering what vari

ables are involved in the phenomena under study. 

Because the data provided by miscue analysis represent an 

encapsulation of the encounters of individual readers with published 

texts, it is possible to go back to the data to explore different aspects 

of that encounter without jeopardizing any statistical or research 

assumptions. Indeed such an approach is warranted on the grounds of 

economy because the data provided by miscue analysis are a valuable 

data resource gathered over many years. The data to be analyzed in 

this case come from Goodman and Goodman's (1978) Reading of American 

Children Whose Language Is a Stable Rural Dialect of English or a 

Language Other Than English. 

The data consist of miscues made by young readers on three 

stories. The subjects were chosen for the original study (Goodman & 

Goodman, 1978) from eight populations of American children: four 

second language groups and four rural dialect groups. The populations 

were as set out in Table 1. 



Table 1. Dialect and second language populations studied 

a Stable Rural Dialects 

Down East Maine 

Appalachian White 

Mississippi Rural Black 

Hawaiian Pidgin 

b Second Language 

Navajo 

Arab 

Hawaiian Samoan 

Texas Spanish 

a. Children were at least second-generation inhabitants of the 
al'ea. 
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b. Navajo and Texas Spanish groups are stable in that they have 
lived in the same location for generations. The other groups have had 
less stable residence in their present communities (Goodman & Goodman, 
1978, p. 1-1). 

The children, who were of average reading proficiency, were 

selected by asking teachers at schools serving these populations to 

select their best and poorest readers. The subjects chosen were from 

the group not named by their teachers. Ten children from each sub-

group within each population were chosen, and the tape-recorded read-

ings of four of the children were selected for analysis OIl the basis of 

tape quality and individual miscue activity being near the median for 

that group. Readers with high reading test scores, with atypical 

socioeconomic backgrounds, or with histories of having attended school 

elsewhere were eliminated. The subjects then remaining in the study 

were distributed as in Table 2. The second grade Navajo and Hawaiian 

Samoan children read two stories other than Story 44, and these groups 

have not been included in this analysis. 
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Table 2. Distribution of subjects by grade and stories read 

Storiesa Read by Grade 

. Group Grade 2 Grade 4 Grade 6 

Navajo 26/28b 51 53 

Hawaiian Samoan 26/28b 51 53 

Arabic 44 51 53 

Texas Spanish 44 51 53 

Down East Maine 44 51 53 

Appalachian White 44 51 53 

Mississippi Rural Black 44 51 . 53 

Hawaiian Pidgin 44 51 53 

Total number of readings 24 32 32 

a. Stories: 44 "Kitten Jones"; 51 "Freddie Miller, Scientist"; 
53 "My Brother Is a Genius"; and 26/28' "Two New Hats/The Big Sur
prise. 1I From Betts and Welch (1964). 

b. These groups have not been included in this study. 
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Collection of Data 

The subjects selected for this analysis all read one of the three 

stories from the Betts Basic Readers (Betts at Welch, 1965). All chil

dren at the same grade level read the same story. 

Miscue analysis involves the subject orally reading a complete 

story in one sitting without any assistance being offered by the investi

gator. Reader are told in advance that help will not be available and 

that guessing or omission of words is acceptable. They are also told 

that at the end of the story they will be asked to retell the story. At 

the completion of the initial reading the reader is asked to retell the 

story, and when this is finished the investigator asks questions about 

the reading, taking care not to provide any information not already 

introduced by the subject's free retelling. The entire session is tape 

recorded. 

From the audiorecorded reading the reader's observed unex

pected responses are recorded onto a worksheet. An unexpected re

sponse is one the investigator does not expect to hear. In the original 

study for which these data were collected, the recorded responses were 

the product of a consensus of three investigators (Goodman & Goodman, 

1978, pp. 1-4). 

In the original study the first 50 nondialect miscues were coded 

according to the Goodman Taxonomy of Miscues. Since that study, all 

additional miscues for each subject have been coded but only for 

selected variables that made it possible to study miscues made by all 

subjects over the entire text. These additional miscues were coded for 

a second federally funded study (Goodman & Gespass, 1982). 
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Arrangement of Data 

The miscues have been arranged by computer to be listed in 

order corresponding to text order. The miscue analysis assigns each 

item in the published text an address that identifies the story, the 

li:ne, and the serial position of the item in the line. Punctuation marks 

count as separate addresses. The file of miscues arranged by text 

address order for all subjects includes an index of the quality of the 

miscue based on a hierarchy of miscue quality devised by Ryan (1979) 

and modified by Goodman and Gespass (1982, pp. 9-11). The form of 

the data to be analyzed in the present study provides a listing of all 

miscues in each text in address order. This includes the following: 

1. Subject number. 

2. Story number. 

3. Address: page, line, item. 

4. Number of published text items involved in the miscue. 

5. Sentence number. 

6. Kind of correction attempt. 

7. Dialect involvement in the miscues. 

8. Syntactic acceptability of the miscue. 

9. Semantic acceptability of the miscue and qualitative index of the 

miscue. 

10. The observed response (miscue). 

11. The expected text response. 

The following example shows how the data for the first sentence 

of Story 44, "Kitten Jones," is presented by this arrangement. The 



actual published text is: 

Line No. 0101 
Line No. 0102 

I1How many are there in your family?11 
people asked Mr. and Mrs. Jones 
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In Table 3 part of the actual data base for the present study is 

reproduced. The first horizontal line of numbers indicates that Subject 

302 reading Story 44 on Page 01 Line 01 made a miscue on the second 

item of the line and the miscue involved one item in the text. The mis-

cue occurred in the first sentence of the text, it involved the abandon-

ment of a correct response (2), dialect was not involved (0), and the 

miscue resulted in a structure that was both syntactically and semantic-

ally unacceptable (00). The miscue quality rating was 17, and the mis-

cue itself consisted of the substitution of who for how. 

Preparation of Data 

The complete printouts of the data for Goodman and Goodman 

(1978) and Goodman and Gespass (1982) contain all the miscues made by 

subjects reading one of the three stories used in each of the above 

studies. The miscues were each coded for four selected variables: 

1. Absence of or success at correction. 

2. Involvement of dialect in the miscue. 

3. Syntactic acceptability of the miscue in the text. 

4. Semantic acceptability of the miscue in the text. 

These printouts, one for each story, provided the data base for the 

present study. 

Each printout was visually scanned and all miscues on anaphoric 

third-person pronouns in the text were entered into a Cromemco data 
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Table 3. The miscue data for the first sentence of Story 44 "Kitten 
Jones" 

Coding values for Correction, Dialect, Syntactic Acceptability I and 
Semantic Ability are given in Appendix D. 

Address 

. 
+" . 
0. +" 
V 0. 
u v 
u u 
< U 

t.t-l Ul s:: < o 8 v 0 u u J..I~ 
.... +1 +" U .... .... 

>- Miscues u VH s:: U +" CJ +" 
V >- .0 v v u CIS ~ +" ...... J..I V V SS+" .... J..I V +. ;!:l 

.0 bD s:: J..I Cd ' . 8 CIS 0 s:: v ;j ~ ... 
;j Observed I Expected ;j +" CIS .... V 0 .... >- v 

tI.l tI.l ~ ...:l ~ZE-i tI.l U Q tI.l tI.l a 

302 44 01 01 02 01 01 2 0 0 0 17.0 WHO / HOW 
302 44 01 01 03 01 01 0 0 1 1 13.5 MAY / MANY 
801 44 01 01 06 01 01 1 0 2 2 7.8 IS / IN 
101 44 01 01 07 01 01 9 0 4 3 8.9 THEIR / YOUR 
608 44 01 01 07 01 01 0 9 4 3 9.0 OUR / YOUR 
302 44 01 01 08 01 01 0 0 6 0 14.8 $FAM / FAMILY 
604 44 01 02 01 01 01 1 5 4 4 3.8 PEOPLES / PEOPLE 
808 44 01 02 01 06 01 0 0 4 3 9.0 ASK MR. AND MRS. JONES/ 

PEOPLE ASKED MR. AND MRS. 
JONES 

301 44 01 02 02 01 01 0 1 4 4 3.5 ASK / ASKED 
302 44 01 02 02 01 01 0 1 4 4 3.5 ASK / ASKED 
307 44 01 02 02 01 01 0 1 4 4 3.5 ASK / ASKED 
602 44 01 02 02 01 01 0 5 4 4 3.5 ASK / ASKED 
604 44 01 02 02 01 01 0 3 4 4 3.5 $ASKEDED / ASKED 
808 44 01 02 02 01 01 0 1 4 4 3.5 ASK / ASKED 
809 44 01 02 02 01 01 0 1 4 4 3.5 ASK / ASKED 
301 44 01 02 03 01 01 0 0 4 3 9.0 MRS. / MR. 
405 44 01 02 03 01 01 1 0 1 1 7.8 YOUR / MR. 
407 44 01 02 03 01 01 1 0 1 1 7.8 MORE / MR. 
602 44 01 02 03 01 01 0 0 4 3 9.0 MISS / MR. 
602 44 01 02 06 01 01 0 0 4 4 3.5 JOHNS / JONES 
801 44 01 02 06 01 01 0 1 6 6 5.8 $JONE / JONES 
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base management computer program. In addition to these miscues, 

those that involved the substitution of a third-person pronoun for some 

other text item were entered. Thus, all the pronoun miscues from the 

original data base were entered into a new computer file. 

A new printout was obtained, and this was checked against the 

original data printout. Corrections were made at this stage, and copies 

of the three stories were marked to indicate the frequency and type of 

miscue at each text address. The data files were manipulated by the 

computer program to produce a listing of all miscues for each story in 

text order. A second listing was organized to show the miscues made 

for each subject in text order. Both these reorganized data files were 

checked against the original data printouts. 

The text third-person pronouns in each story were listed, and 

each miscue involving the omission of the item or the substitution of 

another item was noted. This enabled a table of substitutions to be 

developed for each text pronoun for each story. A similar table was 

constructed for each story for third-person items substituted for other 

text items or inserted in the text by the readers. 

The frequency of third-person pronoun distribution in each of 

the stories was calculated, and the distribution was examined to dis

cover how each text realized its own pronominal structure. The texts 

were also critically examined in terms of the pedagogical and editorial 

constraints prevailing at the time of their publication. 

In addition to a quantitative comparison between the frequency 

of pronouns in each text and the miscue activity involving each 

pronoun, a qualitative analysis was made of miscues involving both 
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particular parts of the text and particular pronouns. The selection of 

parts of the text and pronouns for qualitative analysis was made on the 

basis that miscue activity at that point in the text or for that pronoun 

was considerably greater than the mean level of third-person pronoun 

activity for the rest of the text. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE TEXTS 

The three stories used to generate the data upon which this 

stud y was based were taken from an American basal reading series 

(Betts & Welch, 1965). The stories, reproduced in Appendices A, B, 

and C, were selected by Goodman and Goodman (1978, p, 102) because 

they are typical of the material met by children in their reading at 

school. 

Basal reading series usually have pedagogical purposes, and 

stories published in the readers are required to meet the particular 

specifications determined by editorial policy. The texts at various 

grade levels are often modified to meet the claimed levels of difficulty 

measured by one or more readability formulae. This may lead to re

casting portions of the text to alter mean sentence length and substi-. 

tuticn of individual vocabulary items, either to reduce the number of 

uncommon words or to provide repetition of certain items so as to give 

practice in word recognition or word analysis. Ollila and Nurss (1978, 

p. 40) listed some of the criticisms made of basal readers of the pub

lication period when the Betts Basic Readers were first released. They 

asserted that basal readers were skills oriented, racist, and sexist and 

showed only middle-class, small-town, and rural families. Ollila and 

Nurss repeated the criticism that many of the stories were uninterest

ing, written in unnatural language, and too dependent upon 
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illustrations. Robinson (1977) in reviewing reading education of the 

period pointed out that the average number of words in basal stories 

was decreasing and that repetition of vocabulary was carefully con

trolled. 

The three stories used in this study represent typical examples 

of the material read by children in school. They are graded in length 

from 712 words for the lowest level story (Story 44: "Kitten Jones") 

from a second-grade reader to 1,383 words for the middle-level story 

(Story 51: "Freddie Miller, Scientist l1
) from a fourth-grade reader, to 

2, 059 words for the highest level story (Story 53: "M Y Brother Is a 

Genius" from a sixth-grade reader. 

Vocabulary Control and Readability 

The degree of vocabulary control and the subsequent effort to 

control the readability of the stories can be demonstrated for each of 

the stories in turn. 

Of the 712 words in Story 44, there are 248 different words. 

The repetition is not only of function words such as articles, conjunc

tions, and prepositions but includes certain nouns and verbs. As 

might be expected, the names of the characters are among the most 

frequently repeated nouns, and given a plot that concerns the charac

ters' participation in a photographic competition, the high frequency of 

words such as pictures (22), camera (9), contest (5), and prizes (5) is 

not surprising. (The figure in parentheses following each word indi

cates the frequency of the word in the story.) An illustration of the 

way in which editors strive to repeat certain words is provided in the 
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use of vine/vines (7). This word is used both as a common noun and 

as the name of a character. The contest is announced and judged in 

Mr. Vine's Candy Store, and the winning photograph is taken in the 

Jones's family garden by the rose vines [sic]. Repetition of verbs is 

achieved within the constraints of plot and style. The plot dealing as 

it does with photography leads to the following verbs being most fre

quent: snap (10), took(7), and take (4). The style of the third

person narrative with passages of direct speech leads to the frequent 

use of "verbs of saying" as dialogue carriers. Thus, said (10), cried 

(3), exclaimed (3), and laughed (2) are four verbs that occur in a 

total of 18 instances. 

"Freddie Miller, Scientist" (Story 51) is taken from Book V of 

the basal reading series and is thus written to different specifications 

from Story 44. Repetition of vocabulary iteJDs is not as overt, yet only 

446 different words are used in the total of 1,282 running words. 

Much of the repetition involves function words as in Story 44, but some 

also seem to indicate examples of deliberate repetition. In line 211 we 

read that Freddie's father ". usually called him Tinker because he 

loved to tinker. • • ." This term is used again in line 504 immediately 

following a reference in the previous sentence to Uncle Charles, who 

was always tinkering with clocks. Other examples occur with words 

containing the letter X. Experimenting is used once, experiments 5 

times, explode twice, and explained, eXcitedly, and excitement once 

each. Other examples are: mixture (4 times), Maximilian (twice), and 

mixins. once. 
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Further repetition occurs through variation in affixes bound to 

free morphemes. Some examples of this are: turn, turned; work, 

worked, worktable; dream, dreamed; discover, discovered; hurry, 

. hurries; angry, angrily; chemical, chemist, chemistry. Such examp-

les reveal both the deliberate editorial policy of vocabulary selection 

and the control that occurs naturally within cohesive text. 

The third story, Story 53: "My Brother Is a Genius," is taken 

from book VI of the same series as the other two stories and reveals a 

similar pattern. The use of 585 different words in a total of 2,059 

running words indicates the lowest ratio of different words to total 

words for all three stories. These ratios are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Ratios of different words to total running words for Stories 
44, 51, and 53 

Total Different Total Running 
Words Words Ratio 

Story (1) (2) (1)/(2) 

44 248 712 0.348 

51 446 1,383 .323 

53 585 2,059 .284 

The low ratio of different words to total running words for Story 53 

occurs even though one of the most distinctive features of the story is 

the use of decontextualized, polysyllabic words as the main character 

reads dictionary entries aloud to his baby brother. 
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Some evidence for deliberate vocabulary control being exercised 

in the construction of this story comes from the pattern of morphemic 

variation, samples of which are: calmness, calmly; helps, helping, 

helplessly; everybody, everyone, everywhere; and give, gave, 

giving, and given. Further control is obtained by the repetition of two 

words in particular. Philosophical occurs in seven places, and in one 

section of the text it occurs three times in as many lines: 1 

0717. 
0718. 
0719. 

Clearly and distinctly Andrew said, "Philosophical." 
At first I just looked at him. "Philosophical?" I asked. 
"Did you say philosophical?" 

This frequency of philosophical is not really contrived by the author or 

editors as at the first occurrence a definition is provided: "showing 

calmness and courage in the face of ill fortune, II and as the narrative 

unfolds it provides a summary of the theme of the story. A similar 

claim can be made for the repetition of the word typical, which occurs 

13 times in the story and always in reference to the first-person nar-

rator's baby brother, whose atypicality provides the major complication 

of the plot. 

Another control over the vocabulary arises as a consequence of 

the setting for the narrative, which establishes a linguistic domain. 

Thus, in Story 53, which is in part set in a television studio and 

concerns the making of a television program, the following items occur: 

advertise, advertising, cables, cameraman, cameras, control, ~, 

1. The items in each text are identified by a unique address. 
Each line is identified by a four-digit figure in which the first two 
digits indicates the page number and the last two digits indicate the 
line number. 
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program, floodlights, spotlights, sponsor, studio, T.V., televised, and 

television station. 

At the time of preparation for publication these stories may well 

have been subjected to the additional constraint of one or more of the 

readability formulae then available. Table 5 indicates the readability 

score obtained by each text on two readability formulae in use during 

the publication period. 

Table 5. Readability scores on Dale-Chall and Flesch formulae for 
Stories 44, 51, and 53 

Dale-Chall (1948) Flesch (1948) 

Story Score Comment Score Comment 

44 4.75 4th grade & below 90.7 very easy 

51 4.78 4th grade & below 83.2 easy 

53 5.07 5th-6th grade 83.08 easy 

The inclusion of the figures in Table 5 should not be taken to mean 

anything more than providing a reflection of the editorial policy that 

obtained at the time of publication. The figures indicate the concern of 

the publishers to produce texts that conform to the graded ratings pro-

vided by the formulae. It is not claimed here that the ratings give an 

objectively verifiable indication of text difficulty. 
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Settings and Characterization 

Ollila and Nurss (1978, p. 11) complained of the settings and 

characterization of basal reader stories as depicting only middle-class, 

small-town, and rural families. Each of the stories used in this study 

fit this description. In Story 44: "Kitten Jones," the setting is 

indeterminate, but the Jones family, around whom the narrative re

volves, lives in a neighborhood that includes Mr. Vine's Candy Store. 

Mr. Jones works in his garden that includes rose vines [sic] and devel

ops photographs in his own darkroom, whereas Mrs. Jones sews and 

owns at least one outfit of party clothes, and their three children and 

pet, Kitten, are described in terms of their appearance. No other in

formation about the characters is provided. The plot concerns the for

tunes of the family, including the kitten, as entrants in a photographic 

competition. Mr. Vine and the judges of the competition play very 

minor roles. 

Story 51: "Freddie Miller, Scientist," concerns the central char

acter'.'3 propensity for creating problems for himself and his family due 

to his scientific and mechanical experiments. As a result of one unfor

tunate experiment he is forbidden to use his chemistry set, and only 

after he constructs a flashlight succeeds in reassuring his young sister 

during a domestic crisis, is he able to reestablish his self-esteem in the 

family. In all, this is a much more complex plot than that of Story 44. 

It has a greater number of episodes and more complex motivations and 

consequences for characters. 

The setting for the story is the Miller house, which is not de

scribed except for the fact that it includes a cellar and a hall closet 
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with a transom window above the door. The Millers have at least one 

neighbor whom Mrs. Miller visits during the afternoon of the climactic 

episode. Mr. Miller is not present during the day and he returns home 

at night, so taken all round it is a reasonable inference that the 

Millers, like the Joneses, live in a suburban environment. The 

characters in the story are limited in number to Freddie Miller, the 

central character, his sister Elizabeth, his mother, and his father. 

From time to time reference is made to one or another of his mother's 

four brothers, who live in Switzerland. 

Story 53: "My Brother Is a Genius" has as similarly indetermi

nate setting as the other two stories. The first-person unnamed male 

narrator lives at home with his parents and his 8-month-old baby 

brother Andrew. The family lives in an urban or suburban community; 

the local television station is just 3 blocks from the school and the 

family seems to have a middle-class lifestyle. Mother has a new outfit 

to go to the television station, and father decides to put aside baby 

Andrew's fee from the televisioll program as a starter to pay for 

Andrew's college education. 

The characterization within the story is developed around the 

older brother, the manager of the television station, Mother, Father, 

and baby Andrew whose extraordinary precocity provides the major 

crisis of the plot. 

The character of the older boy, the narrator, is revealed as 

being more complex than any other character in any of the other stor

ies. He is resentful towards Andrew whom he is obliged to baby-sit. 

He feels foolish over this resentment and is reflective when considering 
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the effect of his homework on himself. He is ambitious in seeking a 

school prize for an outside project, he demonstrates initiative and in

genuity in seeking the prize, and in resolving the final crisis he 

demonstrates a capacity for cool-headed action. 

Mr. Barnaby, the other major character, is also strongly, if 

stereotypically, drawn. He is the self-important businessman, who 

speaks simultaneously into two phones. He is the entrepreneur plan

ning a new program, and he is the patronizing patter of babies' heads 

when he visits the family. Only when Andrew's precocity threatens his 

presentation as the typical baby does Mr. Barnaby's self-composure 

slip, and finally in the tradition of "the show must go on" he performs 

on camera as though nothing has happened. 

Even though baby Andrew's ability to mimic and remember 

words recited from the dictionary provides the crisis of the plot, he is 

not a developed character at all, but his behavior stands in ironic con

trast to the claims of the television station that he is typical baby. 

The parents also take peripheral roles in the narrative. At the 

beginning of the story they are going out for the evening. Father's 

advice that the older boy think about his responsibilities as part of his 

education rather than as baby sitting and his comment that Andrew's 

fee for appearing on television can go towards a college education are 

his only appearances in the narrative. Mother is also vaguely drawn, 

and only at the end of the story when Andrew's remarkable ability be

comes known does the author give her a role by making her observe 

that Mr. Barnaby warrants no sympathy: "It serves him right for call

ing a child of mine typical." It is not clear whether this is to be read 
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as self-irony or as an instance of a stereotypic mother's smugness about 

her own children. 

An inspection of the illustrations provided with each text re

veals that all the characters in each story are white and thus the 

stories reflect the kind of racism noted by Ollila and Nurss (1978, p. 

4). 

The three stories, then, reflect characteristics typical of the 

stories found in basal readers. To the extent that they have been ex

posed to typical reading materials, the subjects who participated in this 

study would have found the texts familiar in many respects. Yet, de

spite editorial constraints that limit the vocabulary, the settings, and 

the characterization, the narratives themselves are developed as texts 

with unique qualities and properties. 

Pronoun Distribution 

Despite all the controls and constraints on the texts that have 

already been discussed, the distribution of pronouns in each narrative 

varies both with respect to the particular pronouns used in each story 

and with respect to the relative frequency of occurrence of different 

pronouns between stories. 

"Kitten Jones" and "Freddie Miller, Scientist" are written as 

third-person narratives with sections of first-person dialogue. "My 

Brother Is a Genius" is written as a first-person narrative. This dif

ference leads to a considerably lower percentage of third-person pro

nouns for "My Brother Is a Genius" (Story 53) than for the other two 
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stories. The details of third-person pronoun frequency are given in 

Table 6. 

Table 6. Third-person pronoun frequency in Stories 44, 51, and 53 

Story 

44 51 52 

Total running words 712 1,383 2,059 

Total third-person pronouns 46 93 104 

Relative frequency of third-person pronouns 6.46% 6.72% 5.05% 

First, it can be noted that the percentage of third-person pro

nouns varies between the three stories. Some corroboration of the 

variability of pronoun frequency noted here was given by Kameenui and 

Carnine (1982, pp. 564-565). Their data indicate that for two exposi

tory texts and two narratives taken from textbooks published for use in 

the fourth grade, the frequency for the same pronouns as observed in 

this study ranged from 5.08% to 9.12% of all running words. 

It can also be noted that the third-person pronouns constitute a 

lower percentage of the text in Story 53 than in either of the other two 

stories. The data in Table 7 indicate that this seems to arise from the 

use of a first-person narrative for Story 53. This view is supported 

by examination of the relative frequencies of first- and second-person 

pronouns in comparison to third-person pronouns in the three stories. 
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Table 7. Distribution of first-, second-, and third-person pronouns in 
Stories 44, 51, and 53 

Story 

44 

51 

53 

Pronouns in Text 

First- and Second-Person Third-person 

Relative Relative 
Frequency a Frequency Frequency a Frequency 

29 

49 

l39 

33.79 

57.20 

46 

93 

104 

61.33% 

66.21 

42.80 

a. Relative frequency expressed as a percentage of all pro
nouns for that text. 

A further difference in pronoun use that arises out of the 

different narratives can be seen in Table 8. The order of frequency 

among the several pronouns varies between the stories, and this 

reflects the way that each narrative consists, in part, of its own 

referential structure. 

In Story 44 where she is the most frequent pronoun the distri

bution reflects the character composition of the story in that tht! kitten, 

Mrs. Jones, and two of the three children are female. Kitten or Kitten 

Jones serves as an antecedent for 8 of the 12 instances of she. Sue is 

an antecedent for three instances, and Mrs. Jones is the antecedent for 

the remaining instance. 

The second most frequent pronoun is they, which occurs 11 

times. Penny, Sue, and Jack is the antecedent for 8 of these 
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Table 8. Third-person pronoun distribution in Stories 44, 51, and 53 

Story Pronoun Frequency 

44 She 12 
They 11 
It 10 
Her 4 
He 3 
Them 2 
One 2 
Himself 1 
Him 1 

51 He 40 
It 27 
She 9 
It's 7 
Him 4 
Them 3 
Himself 1 
They 1 
Her 1 

53 He 58 
It 19 
Him 10 
They 7 
Them 3 
It's 3 
She 3 
Himself 1 

a. Relative frequencies are expressed 
total number of third-person pronouns. 

Relative 
Frequencya 

26.09% 
23.91 
21. 74 
8.70 
6.52 
4.35 
4.35 
2.17 
2.17 

43.00% 
29.02 

9.68 
7.53 
4.30 
3.23 
1.08 
1.08 
1.08 

56.86% 
18.63 
7.85 
6.86 
2.94 
2.94 
2.94 
0.98 

as a percentage of the 
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instances, and prizes, all the family, and the judges serve as antece-

dents for the remaining examples. 

It occurs at 10 addresses and with one instance of it's is the 

third most frequently used pronoun in the text. In one case it occurs 

without any explicit text antecedent, or rather the nearest inanimate 

noun that might be taken as an antecedent is not completely appropri-

ate. 

0412. 
0413. 
0414. 

". • • 1'm afraid you 
have done something to this picture. 
to turn it to the next one. 

I'll have 

In another four instances it occurs in the following construc-

tions: 

0504. "It's the best picture I ever saw! · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0508. "It is a good picture, • • • · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0601. "It was on the roll • . . · . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

• •• It was 0715. 
0716. more fun to play with than a camera. 

. . . . . 

Each of the four instances of her takes Kitten Jones or kitten 

as an antecedent, whereas him and himself refer to Mr. Jones. He is 

used to refer to a large black crow, Mr. Jones, and Mr Vine on each of 

the three occasions it occurs, whereas one occurs once without an ex-

plicit text reference (see lines 413, 414 above) and refers to the pic-

ture on its second occurrence. 

In Story 51: "Freddie Miller, Scientist," 36 of the 40 instances 

of he, the most frequent pronoun, are references to Freddie. This is a 

reflection of the central role played by this character in the narrative. 

The remaining 4 instances of he are all coreferential with an antecedent 
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referring to Freddie's father. In 3 instances the antecedent is father 

and in the final it is Mr. Miller. 

It as the second most frequently occurring third-person pro

noun takes a variety of antecedep.ts at its 26 instances. Most of them 

are to do with the objects of Freddie's experiments. The clock, and 

alarm account for 9 of the instances. A light, this light, and the bulb 

serve as antecedents for a further 7 instances of it. Experiment, the 

doll, another doll, the kitchen stepladder, and the dream each serve as 

an antecedent once, and a further 5 instances of it occur without any 

explicit text reference at all. 

It's occurs at seven addresses. Only twice are there any text 

antecedents for its use: an interesting mixture and the door. The 

remaining five instances of it have no explicit text antecedent. She 

occurs at nine addresses, and at all but one instance that is corefer

ential with Elizabeth, she refers to Freddie's mother. 

The remaining 10 addresses at which third-person pronouns 

occur consist of: four instances of him, all of which refer to Freddie's 

father, either as father or Mr. Miller; three instances of them, two of 

which are coreferential with his other uncles and one that has no ex

plicit text referent. Himself, they, and her each occur once taking 

Freddie, the batteries, and Elizabeth as respective antecedents. 

Story 53 is written as a first-person narrative, and thus fll-st

and second-person pronouns occur relatively more frequently than in 

either of the other two texts and only in this text does their frequency 

exceed that of the third-person pronouns (Table 8). The main 
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character, the first-person narrator, is unnamed throughout the story 

and is only referred to by first- and second-person pronouns. 

Of the third-person pronouns D he occurs most frequently, with 

Mr. Barnaby as antecedent 30 times and Andrew, my little brother, and 

this baby as coreferential antecedents on 11, 10, and 1 occasions, re

spectively. The dominance of two of the three main characters in the 

narrative in terms of third-person reference is quite clear. This is 

also shown in the distribution of antecedents for him, which occurs in 

10 places. Andrew and my little brother account for 4 and 1 occur

rences, respectively, Mr. Barnaby accounts for a further 4 occur

rences, and my father serves as the antecedent for the remaining 

occurrence of him. 

It occurs at 19 different addresses in Story 53, making it the 

second most frequently occurring third-person pronoun in the story. 

Only 3 times does it have an explicit text antecedent. The detailed 

examination of the 16 instances of it that do not have explicit text 

referents will be postponed for a later section of this chapter. 

Him occurs at 10 addresses in Story 53 and is the third most 

frequently occurring third-person pronoun in the story. The antece

dents for him make reference to three characters. The younger broth

er serves as a coreferential antecedent five times: as Andrew on four 

occasions and as my little brother once. Mr. Barnaby is coreferential 

with him four times, and my father is an antecedent once. 

They occurs seven times in the story and is coreferential with 

the narrator's parents twice, with word definitions, the 5'5, and the 



mother once each. They occurs twice without any explicit text 

antecedent in the following text: 

0226. 
0227. 
0228. 

• • • I know we get a good 
education in our school. And they encourage special 
projects. Every year they give a prize • • • 
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Them occurs three times, once with his arms and twice with the 

word definitions as antecedent expressions. Himself occurs once with 

Mr. Barnaby as the antecedent. 

This recounting of the frequency of pronoun distribution for 

each story illustrates how the referential structure of each story cre-

ates its own unique pattern of pronoun and coreferential relationships, 

but such a recounting does not fully demonstrate the complexity of 

these relationships in each story. This will be done in the next sec-

tion. 

Complex Pronoun-Antecedent Relationships 

The nature of the relationship between pronouns and their an-

tecedents in i'hese stories is not fully described by listing the pronouns 

and their respective antecedents throughout the texts. In some in-

stances chains of reference are established through the story so that a 

single nominal can be replaced in subsequent references by pronominal 

reference. One such instance occurs in lines 0405 through 0408 of 

Story 44: 

0405. 
0406. 
0407. 
0408. 

Kitten had been playing in the rose 
vines. Now she walked over to the camera. 
She began to sniff at it. She sniffed at its 
sides and its corners. She thumped the ••• 

Another instance of a chain of pronominal references occurs on 

page 3 where Penny, Sue, and Jack on line 0301 are referred to on 
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lines 0302, 0303, 0305, 030.7, 0309, and 0311 as they. An illustration of 

how these chains can be interwoven within the same passage comes from 

lines 0417 through 0421 of the same story: 

0417. 
0418. 
0419. 
0420. 
0421. 

Mr. Jones finished the pictures himself. He 
printed them upstairs in his darkroom. 
All the family stood around him when the 
prints were done. How they laughed at some 
of the pictures. 

Similar examples of extended pronominal reference can be found 

in Story 51. In one part of the text there is an extended sequence, 

including nine instances of he, following a single instance of Freddie as 

an antecedent, and within the whole three paragraphs of the page on 

which the sequence appears (page 6) there are 12 instances of he and 

only 2 instances of Freddie. 

0601. 
0602. 
0603. 
0604. 
0605. 
0606. 
0607. 
0608. 
0609. 
0610. 
0611. 
0612. 
0613, 
0614. 

At once Freddie set to work seriously at something he 
had started for fun. He ran to the cellar and picked up 
the small battery he had intended to use for his mother's 
bell. In his tool box he found another battery, a ruler, 
coil of copper wire, a small bulb, and tape. 

Carefully he taped the batteries end to end on the ruler 
60 that they touched. He taped the wire tight across the 
bottom of the end battery. Then he ran the wire up the 
sides of the two batteries to the bulb. After winding the 
wire around the bottom of the bulb, he taped it in place. 

Next he placed the bulb so that it touched the cap on 
the top battery. The bulb began to glow! Freddie taped 
the bulb in place on the ruler. Now he had a homemade 
flashlight for Elizabeth. 

Within these three paragraphs Freddie is the sole protagonist, 

as other than a reference to his mother's bell (lines 0603/0604) and a 

mention of Elizabeth at the end of the page (line 0614) there is no in-

volvement of any ot.her characters. Within the same section of text, 

there are 28 inanimate nominals and 5 pronominals other than he. 
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Several other sections of text sustain repeated sequences of 

pronouns following a single instance of the antecedent nominal. Lines 

0401 to 0406 provide an example that will be referred to later, but for 

the present it can be used to demonstrate how chains of pronominal 

references supported by different antecedents coexist within the same 

text. In this example the pronouns he and it are used four times fol-

lowing single instances of their respective antecedents Freddie and the 

clock. 

0401. 
0402. 
0403. 
0404. 
0405. 
0406. 

Taking the clock to the cellar. Freddie worked hard on 
it. Then, winding it and setting it carefully, he returned 
it to his parents' room. 

A t supper he was careful not to speak of the secret. 
Once, however, he forgot himself; he looked at the butter 
and said, "Please pass the clock." 

An illustration of the tenacity of the link between pronouns and 

their antecedents, even when it seems that alternative antecedents in-

tervene, is provided by the following extended sequence of pronouns 

following a single antecedent. The sequence, or chain, is taken from 

Story 53 and runs from line 0508 to line 0525. The chain is illustrated 

in Figure 5. The sequence illustrated in Figure 5 is from 18 lines of 

text that consist of a dialogue between the narrator and one of the 

characters. My little brother and both instances of a baby are part of 

the dialogue, but both instances of Mr. Barnaby occur as dialogue car-

riers in that dialogue; that is, they occur as part of the text that 

indicates to which character a particular utterance is to be attributed. 

Within a text such as this the allocation of pronouns to their intended 

referents have important consequences, not the least of which is being 

able to identify who says what to whom. 



0508 

0509 

0510 

0511 

0512 

0513 

0514 

0515 

0516 

0517 

0518 

0519 

0520 

0521 

0522 

0523 

0524 

0525 

He'd 

he's 

A baby 

him 

he 

he 

my 1I"le brother 

he 

I Mr Barnaby 1·- ---~ 

A baby 

he's 

I Mr Barnaby I 

He 

indicates brother-baby chain of coreference. 

indicates the Mr. Barnaby-He chain 

Figure 5. Two chains of antecedent nominals and anaphoric 
pronominals from Story 53 

83 
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Thus within each story there are examples of intersecting cohe-

sive chains of pronouns linked to a single or recurring antecedent. In 

some cases the same pronominal form has been used in intersecting 

chains of reference. 

Pronouns Without Explicit Text Antecedents 

Not all instances of third-person pronouns can be matched with 

explicit text antecedents. Some passing reference has already been 

made to them in this chapter. They will now be described more fully. 

Table 9 sets out the distribution of third-person pronouns without ex-

plicit text antecedents. 

Table 9. Distribution of third-person pronouns without explicit text 
antecedents 

Pronoun 

Story It/It's They Them 

44 1 o o 

51 11 o 1 

53 18 2 o 

Clearly It and It's are the most frequent third-person pronouns 

to occur without explicit text antecedents. The single instance from 

Story 44 has already been cited. 

0412. 
0413. 
0414. 

n. • • I'm afraid you 
have done something to this picture. 
to turn it to the next one. 

I'll have 

In this case the syntactic accounts of pronoun assignment described in 
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chapter 2 would suggest that this picture in line 0413 ought to be read 

as the antecedent of it in line 0414, yet this does not seem likely within 

the context of the narrative. The utterance in which the pronoun oc-

curs seems to require a reader to make an inference about what the fic-

tional speaker could be expected to refer to exophorically. In this case 

the most likely possibility is the camera that the speaker has mo-

mentarily left unattended. What such a usage requires is a reader who 

is prepared or able to enter imaginatively into the fictional perceptual 

field of the character. 

In Story 51 it occurs in constructions that seem to reflect syn-

tactic processes other than the satisfaction of an anaphoric relationship 

with an antecedent. The extraposition transformation (Akmajian & 

Heny, 1975) introduced it into some sentences as the head noun in a 

dummy subject so that an embedded clause can be moved to another 

position within the sentence. In addition to extraposition, the process 

of complementization appears to introduce it in the same way. The fol-

lowing examples from Story 51 illustrate this. 

0221. ••• But he still thought it more fun to pretend to be. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0305. 
0306. 

• •• I knew it was Freddie's 
fault. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

0802. 
0803. 

• • • Sometimes it's 
worse to be badly frightened than it is to be hurt. 

Not all instances of third-person pronouns occurring without 

explicit text antecedents can be described as arising from the conse-

quence of an extraposition transformation or complementization process. 

In line 0815 them occurs without an explicit text antecedent, but with 



several that an authol' might expect a reader to recover or identify 

from the situation created by the text. 

0808. 
0809. 
0810. 
0811. 
0812. 
0813. 
0814. 
0815. 

"Uncle Maximilian?" asked Freddie. 
"No," his mother replied. 
"Uncle Oscar?" Freddie made a face. 
"No." Now she was laughing, too. 
"Uncle Charles?" asked Mr. Miller. 
"No. " 
"Then it must be Uncle August," said Elizabeth. 
"No." Mrs. Miller smiled at them. 

In this text section there are several animate nominals that 

could qualify as potential antecedents for them. Uncle Maximilian, 

Uncle Oscar, and Unc\e Charles are mentioned within the dialogue 

attributed to Freddie, his mother, father, and Elizabeth. Taken 
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together these items could serve as an antecedent except that them is 

not uttered as part of the dialogue but is part of the omniscient 

author's narrative and thus must be inferred to apply to the 

protagonists themselves. This usage, like the one already noted in 

Story 44, requires readers to recognize the fictional context in which 

the author has placed the characters. 

Other examples of the use of it without an antecedent can be 

found in Story 53. The opening two sentences of the story provide 

several: 

0101. 
0102. 
0103. 

"If it bothers you to think of it as baby sitting," my father 
said, "then don't think of it as baby sitting. Think of it 
as homework. 

A number of instances of it occurring without explicit text antecedents 

involve idiomatic expressions such as: 

0201. So education it was! . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0513. • •• The typical baby. That's it. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
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0522. ••• Typical, that's it, typical. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
1120. • •• "It serves him right ••• 

Other instances of it occurring without explicit text antecedents none-

theless invite inferences about antecedents. 

0209. 
0210. 

n ••• Cry 
all you want to! It won't disturb me! n 

In this case the inference that it is used by the speaker to refer to the 

fact of the baby's crying could be based upon the reader's awareness 

of the pragmatic rules of conversation. 

Another example of a third-person pronoun occurring without 

explicit text antecedents is provided by the pronoun they in the 

following extract, also cited earlier: 

0206. 
0207. 
0208. 

• • • I know we get a good 
education in our school. And they encourage special 
projects. Every year they gave a prize • • • 

This occurrence follows earlier instances of we and our both of which 

are used by the narrator, presumably in reference to his otherwise 

unmentioned classmates at school. The literary effect of these devices 

is to enhance the sense of a confidential first-person narrator telling 

his story. The consequences for readers remain to be examined. 

To summarize these remarks on the texts and the distribution of 

third-person pronouns within them, the following points can be made: 

1. Third-person pronouns occur with varying frequency in each 

text. In the three stories used in this study the variation is from 5.0% 

to 6.76% of running words in the text. This variability is not just a 

question of the relative frequency of the pronouns to other word types 

but includes variation in the frequency of particular pronouns from 
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referential structure of each narrative. 
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2. Pronouns and antecedent forms are sometimes linked in cohesive 

chains extending across several sentences and sometimes crossing over 

similar chains between other antecedent nominals and anaphoric pro

nouns. 

3. In each story a number of apparently anaphoric third-person 

pronouns occur without explicit text antecedents. In some cases, the 

pronoun it or it's appears as a dummy subject that has been introduced 

into the sentence structure by, an optional extraposition transformation 

or by a process of complementization. In other cases the pronoun 

forms part of an idiomatic expression. In one set of cases the pronoun 

is used almost exophorically in that, either within dialogue characters 

refer to objects or entities that must be inferred to be part of the fic

tional context or some authorial reference is made to the characters 

themselves. 

Third-person Pronoun Miscue Frequency 

In this section the miscues involving third-person pronouns 

produced by the 88 children who each read one of the stories are exam

ined i~ order to explore the relationship between the linguistic feat\.,res 

of the published text and the interpreted text constructed during read

ing by the reader. 

The readers produced a total of 1,037 miscues involving third

person pronouns in the three stories. The total number of miscues 

produced on a particular text is an unimportant statistic on its own, 
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but the mean number of miscues per 100 words has been used to 

demonstrate differences in miscue patterns for different texts (Goodman 

& Gespass, 1983, pp. 22-23). Some qualifications need to be made 

before even this statistic can be presented for consideration. 

It needs to be stated that the number of miscues per 100 words 

(MPHW) gives only an indirect and imperfect index of a given group of 

readers' response to a text. Goodman & Goodman (1978, pp. 4-13) re-

ported in a study that generated the data being analyzed in this study 

that there was an inverse relationship between mean MPHW arranged in 

ordered ranks and the percentage of semantically acceptable miscues 

after correction, a measure used by Goodman and Goodman as an index 

of comprehending. This means that as the mean number of MPHW in-

creased, the percentage of semantically acceptable miscues after correc-

tion, or the comprehending, decreased. The closeness of this relation-

ship can be assessed by examining the shared variance that the 

reported correlations explain. The shared variance between the two 

measures for the same raw data included in this present study is shown 

in Table 10. 

Table 10. Shared variance between comprehending scores and mean 
MPHW ranks. -- Data derived from correlation coefficients 
reported by Goodman and Goodman (1978, p. 4-13). 

Story 

44 51 

Common variance, in percent 36 13 

53 

34 
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From the data in Table 10 it can be seen that about a third of 

the variations in mean comprehending scores for Stories 44 and 53 can 

be accounted for by variation in the ranked MPHW. For Story 51 this 

is much less. Thus variation in the ranks of MPHW accounts for about 

a third of the variation in comprehending scores for two of the three 

stories. This is what the Pearson correlation coefficients reported by 

Goodman and Goodman mean. It does not mean that there is a causal 

relationship between miscue frequency and comprehending but that vari-

ation in the one is correlated with variation in the other. 

Given the reservations outlined above on the use of the MPHW 

as an index of performance in a reading task, the following data are 

reported on the incidence of miscues on third-person pronouns in com-

parison to the incidence of miscues in the same texts as a whole. 

From the data presented in Table 11 it can be seen that far 

from creating problems for young readers third-person pronouns attract 

fewer misc'ues than general text items. 

Miscue Types 

Miscues involving third-person anaphoric pronouns can occur in 

a number of ways. Some miscues occur at text addresses taken up by 

third-person pronouns. These will consist of substitution for or omis-

sion of the text pronouns as the following examples taken from the 

readings of the subjects of this study: 
1Ae,. 

Story 44: 0714. Jones. They loved all the prizes she received. 

Story 51: 0402. ~. • he returned 
0403. ~ to his parents' room. 

The miscues are shown by handwritten amendments to the text. These 
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Table 11. Third-person pronoun miscue frequency compared to total 
miscue frequency in Stories 44, 51, and 53. -- Data derived 
from Goodman and Gespass (1983, p. 22). 

Story 

44 51 53 

Total words 712 1,383 2,059 

Total miscues 2,867 5,830 8,790 

Third-person pronouns 46 93 104 

MPHW per subjecta 17.11 13.31 13.54 

Third-person pronouns MPHW 7.34 7.62 9.35 

a. Miscues per 100 words. 

show that the was substituted for she in Story 44: line 0714 and that it 

was omitted in Story 51: line 0403. 

The second type of pronoun miscue occurs when a reader sub-

stitutes a pronoun for some other text item or inserts a pronoun into 

the text. Examples of each kind of miscue made by the subjects of this 

study are given in the following from Story 53: 
Ize, 

0903. typical; he moaned, and there was a distinct quiver in his 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . J.c". . . . . . . . 
0609. Mr. Barnaby chuckled again. Andrew had made a very 

.11 
The handwritten amendments show that he was substituted for there in 

line 0903 and he was inserted in line 0609. 

In all, the 88 subjects involved in this study by reading one of 

the three stories produced a total of 1,037 third-person pronoun mis-

cues. These consisted of 626 miscues occurring at text addresses oc-

cupied by third-person pronouns and 411 miscues involving the substi-

tution of a third-person pronoun for some other text item or the 
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insertion of a thir.d-person pronoun into the text. A tabular 

representation of the types of pronoun miscues made in each story is 

given in Table 12. 

Table 12. Distribution of miscues at pronoun and nonpronoun addresses 
for Stories 44, 51, and 53 

Story 

44 

51 

53 

Miscue Frequency 

Pronoun Addresses 
(substitution, omission) 

Frequency 

81 

231 

314 

Relative a Frequency 

55.9% 

66.6 

57.6 

Nonpronoun Addresses 
(substitution, insertion) 

Frequency 

64 

116 

231 

Relative a Frequency 

44.1% 

33.4 

42.4 

Total 

145 

347 

545 

a. Relative frequency expressed as a percentage of all pronoun 
or nonpronoun miscues for that story, respectively. 

The data in Table 12 show that for all stories, reader's pronoun 

miscues were more frequently observed at pronoun addresses than at 

other places in the text. The ratios of pronoun miscues at pronoun 

addresses to pronoun miscues at nonpronoun addresses for each story 

are: Story 44, 1.31; Story 51. 1.99; and Story 53, 1.36. Thus. the 

tendency for pronoun miscues to occur more frequently at pronoun 

addresses is even more marked for Story 51 than for the other two 

stories. 
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Pronoun Miscues at Pronoun Addresses 

So far it has been shown that pronoUn miscues were observed 

to occur less frequently than miscues occurred in general in each of the 

three stories, and when they did occur they were more likely to do so 

on pronouns in the text. Next to be examined is the relationship be

tween the frequency or ~ronoun occurrence and the incidence of pro

noun miscues. This relation is illustrated in Table 13. 

Inspection of Table 13 indicates the possibility that the 

frequency of miscues on pronouns is a function of the frequency of the 

given pronoun in the text. An indication of this is given by the 

calculation of a Pearson product moment correlation between the raw 

frequencies of pronoun occurrence and the frequency of miscues 

involving that pronoun. Using the values displayed in Table 13 a 

Pearson product moment correlation of r = .835 was obtained. This 

suggests a close connection between the number of miscues produced on 

a given pronoun with the number of times the same pronoun appeared 

in the texts. Further support to this is given by calculation of the 

chi-square statistic for the distribution of pronouns and miscues made 

on pronouns (Table 14). 

A distribution such as that displayed in Table 14 is highly un

likely to have occurred at random, and so there are good grounds for 

arguing that the incidence of miscues at pronoun addresses is corre

lated with the frequency of the pronouns in the text. 

The reported correlation should not be surprising as it really 

indicates that the number of miscues generated by readers on a given 

pronoun depends on the number of times the pronoun occurs in each of 
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Table 13. Pronoun occurrence and miscue frequency at pronoun 
addresses 

Frequency 

Story 44 Story 51 Story 53 

Pronoun Pronoun Miscue Pronoun Miscue Pronoun Miscue 

He 3 2 41 77 59 

She 12 28 9 25 3 

It 10 15 26 15 19 

Them 2 5 3 9 3 

They 11 19 1 19 7 

Himself 1 2 1 2 1 

Him 1 1 4 7 10 

Her 4 6 1 1 (a) 

Itls (a) (a) 7 9 3 

One 2 3 (a) (a) (a) 

a. Not applicable. 

Table 14. Chi-square statistic for pronoun occurrence and miscue 
frequency at pronoun addresses 

Frequency of Miscues at Pronoun Address 
Frequency of 
Pronoun in Text 0-5 6-15 

1-2 7 1 

3-9 3 5 

10+ 0 1 

X2. (2) = 18.63; £.<,001. 

151 

21 

90 

3 

34 

0 

13 

(a) 

2 

(a) 

16+ 

o 

3 

6 
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the three texts. It also means that those pronouns that are responsible 

for atypically high or low number of miscues, in other words those 

pronouns that do not conform to the general pattern, need to be exam

ined to determine the possible causes of the atypicality. This atypical

ity will be explored later. 

Pronoun Miscues at Nonpronoun Addresses 

In the previous section the relationship between the frequency 

of pronouns in the text has been compared with the frequency of 

miscues involving those pronouns. In this section the frequency of 

miscues involving the insertion of a pronoun or the substitution of a 

pronoun for some other item is compared to the frequency of the pro

nouns in the texts. 

In Table 15 the frequency of pronoun miscues involving the 

insertion or substitution of a pronoun for some other item is compared 

to the frequency with which that pronoun occurs in the texts. 

As with the relationship between pronoun occurrence and miscue 

frequency at pronoun addresses illustrated in Table 14, there appears 

to be a correlation between the frequency of pronoun miscues at non

pronoun addresses and the frequency with which the particular pronoun 

occurs in the text. Using the raw frequencies of text occurrences and 

miscue frequency reported in Table 15, a Pearson product moment cor

relation of r = .958 seems to confirm this. 

This correlation requires some explanation. The fact that the 

frequency of miscues occurring at pronoun addresses in text correlates 

with the frequency of the pronouns seems explicable. The frequency 
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Table 15. Pronoun occurrences and pronoun insertion and substitution 
at non pronoun addresses 

Frequency 

Story 44 Story 51 Story 53 

Pronoun Pronoun Miscue Pronoun Miscue Pronoun Miscue 

He 3 11 41 56 59 133 

She 12 21 9 3 3 2 

It 10 18 26 43 19 39 

Them 2 1 3 0 3 2 

They 11 13 1 5 7 15 

Himself 1 0 1 0 1 0 

Him 1 0 4 2 10 28 

Her 4 0 1 3 0 4 

It's (a) (a) 7 4 3 8 

One 2 0 (a) (a) (a) (a) 

a. Not applicable. 

with which a particular item appears in a text will determine the number 

of opportwlities a reader has to make a miscue on that item. Although 

other factors will be involved in miscue frequency on given items, fre-

quency of the item itself could well provide a sufficient explanation for 

the correlation. It is less obvious why the frequency of pronoun 

miscues made at nonpronoun addresses should also reflect the frequency 

of the given pronoun in the text. 
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Goodman and Gespass (1983, pp. 24-25) suggested that readers 

are led to expect pronouns in text in certain proportions and in 

particular positions by the nature of the text itself; that is to say, 

pronouns occur with a frequency and in positions that can be antici

pated and predicted from other text features. Goodman and Gespass 

(1983, p. 25) demonstrated that miscues on all pronouns in text involve 

the substitution of other pronouns in 45% of the instances. At those 

addresses where any pronouns were substituted for other items, 54% of 

the miscues were substitutions for other pronouns occurring at those 

addresses. Further to this Goodman and Gespass pointed out that the 

items replaced by pronouns or replacing pronouns fall into a small set 

of grammatical categories. They argued that this could be seen as evi

dence for the strong constraints of syntax on readers as they make 

sense of text. 

Patterns of Pronoun Miscues 

An examination of the patterns of miscues involving third

person anaphoric pronouns is warranted to determine the extent to 

which the patterns described for all pronoun miscues hold true for the 

third-person pronouns. Table 16 compares the grammatical roles played 

by those items replaced by pronouns and the grammatical roles played 

by those items substituted for pronouns. 

Pronouns, Nouns, Determiners 

It can be seen that across the three stories, pronouns and 

determiners account for over 50% of all the items substituted for and by 

third-person pronouns. This means that subjects were most likely to 



Table 16. Grammatical roles played by items substituted for and by pronouns 

Story 44 Story 51 Story 53 Total 

For By For By For By For By 

Item n % n % n % n % n % n % n % n % - - - - -

Omission 14 17.3 47 20.4 50 15.9 111 17.7 

Insertion 3 4.7 9 7.8 11 4.8 - 23 5.6 

Pronoun 24 29.7 19 29.6 66 28.6 27 23.3 149 47.4 127 55.0 239 38.2 173 42.1 

Noun 6 7.4 9 14.1 001 .3 5 2.2 7 1.1 14. 3.4 

Determiner 11 13.6 12 18.8 45 19.4 24 22.4 32 10.2 7 3.0 88 14.1 43 10.4 

Adverb 11 13.6 7 10.9 6 2.6 6 5.2 11 3.5 21 9.1 28 4.5 34 8.3 

Verb, 5 6.2 5 7.8 8 3.5 3 2.6 25 8.0 21 9.1 38 6.0 29 7.0 

Conjunction 1 1.2 3 4.7 21 9.1 9 8.6 5 1.6 6 2.6 27 4.3 18 4.4 

Preposition 4 4.9 5 7.8 30 13.0 21 16.4 6 1.9 11 4.8 40 6.4 37 9.0 

Possessive 1 1.2 6 2.6 14 12.0 26 8.3 13 5.6 33 5.3 27 6.6 

Unclassifieda 4 4.9 1 1.6 2 .8 3 1.7 9 2.9 9 3.8 15 2.4 13 3.2 

Total 81 64 231 116 314 231 626 411 

a- Unclassified items include complex miscues, nonwords, and intonation miscues (a com-
plex miscue is one that involves more than one lexical item in the text). ..J;J 

(Xl 
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predict a third-person pronoun at addresses where such pronoun al

ready occurred and the next most likely address was one occupied by a 

determiner. Further, this seems to have been a reciprocal relationship 

because when pronouns in text were replaced by or substituted for 

other items the most likely substitutions were other pronouns and the 

next most likely items were determiners. 

What the tendency outlined above seems to indicate is that the 

readers who produced the miscues were operating within fairly strong 

syntactic constraints. They seem to have anticipated a noun phrase in 

the form of a pronominal or as a determiner with a following nominal. 

This pattern has to be contrasted with the low involvement of nouns in 

third-person pronoun miscues. Thus, it seems that the syntactic con

straints influencing readers to predict either pronouns or determiners 

do not frequently lead to the prediction of nouns, and neither do text 

nouns lead to the prediction of pronouns. This has been commented 

upon by Goodman and Gespass (1983, pp. 27-28), who pointed out that 

the presence of a determiner clearly signals a following noun rather 

than a pronoun and the absence of a determiner indicates that any an

ticipated nominal is likely to be a pronoun or proper noun. 

Support for this explanation is given by the fact that in Story 

44 eight substitutions of Sue by she account for all but 6 of the ob

served substitutions of nouns by pronouns in the study. In the same 

story Sue is substituted for the pronoun she three times by the same 

reader, and this accounts for all but four of the seven observed in

stances of substitution of nouns by pronouns in the study. 
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The patterns of substitutions of pronouns and determiners by 

pronouns and determiners commented on do not occur uniformly across 

all the stories. The data in Table 16 demonstrate that substitution of 

third-person pronouns for and by other pronouns is greatest for Story 

53. In this case the fact seems to occur not because the older readers 

who read this story have greater success in predicting pronouns but 

rather seems to reflect the readers' unfamiliarity with first-person nar

ratives. 

Some of the readers' uncertainty about the first-person narra

tive shows in the miscues for and by third-person pronouns in Story 

53. Of the 314 substitutions for third-person pronouns in this story, 

175 are by other pronouns, notably first- and second-person pronouns 

and possessives. Of the 140 substitutions by third-person pronouns of 

text pronouns and pOf:;sessives, 127, or 91%) involve a change of person 

from first or second person to third person. For Story 53 at least the 

subjects appear to have predicted a text that conforms more to their 

expectations than to the specifications of the author and editors. 

This is also indicated by the high involvement of possessives as 

substitutions for third-person pronouns in Story 53. Goodman and 

Gespass (1983, p. 14) pointed out that possessives incorporate the de

terminer function, so the substitution of a possessive for a nominal pro

noun illustrates the same constructive processes being employed by 

readers as the substitution of a determiner for a pronoun. Of the 26 

instances of possessives substituted for pronouns in Story 53, all but 3 

occurred at two addresses relatively early in the story. These will be 

examined in some detail later in this chapter. 
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In all, the substitutions of pronouns for pronouns, of deter-

miners and possessives for pronouns, and the reciprocal pattern of the 

substitution of these nonpronoun items by pronouns account for 57% of 

all omissions and substitutions for pronouns in the text and 60% of all 

insertions and substitutions by pronouns. These patterns give evi-

dence of the influence of syntax as readers attempt to produce an oral 

representation of the published text. 

Although pronouns, determiners, and possessives account for 

59% of miscues for third-person pronouns and 60% of miscues by the 

same pronouns in all three stories there are other significant patterns. 

Adverbs 

In the data from Story 44, adverbs were substituted for third-

person pronouns in 13.6% of the observed miscues and were substituted 

by pronouns .in 10.9% of the observed miscues. The substituted ad-

verbs there, then, and where replaced they and here replaced him. It 

would seem that some graphic influence was at work for at least some of 

these miscues, but an examination of the text where each occurs indi-

cates that more than graphic similarity is involved. Line 0302 and 0303 

in Story 44 read thus: 

0302. 
0303. 

• little camera everywhere. They did nothing 
but snap pictures. They tried to make each 

One re2der substituted there for the first they and was the 

only subject to miscue at this address. At the next instance of they, 

four subjects miscued, two producing then and two producing there. 

The latter two subjects were repeating a sentence pattern already Used 

three times in the story I and the two subjects who produced then seem 
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to have been predicting a stronger temporal sequence in the narrative 

than that given by the published text. 

Another subject seemed to anticipate an alternative text in line 

0417 and 0420: 

0417. 
0418. 
0419. 
0420. 

Mr. Jones finished the pictures himself. He 
printed them upstairs in his &.s.rkroom. 
All the family stood around frifrr when the 
prints were done. 

Substitution of here for him turns the pronominal object into a locative 

and maintains the location of the action as the object of the sentence. 

This is a miscue of a reader constructing a meaningful oral text that 

differs from the published text.. 

Prepositions 

Prepositions in Story 51 account for 13% of the substitutions for 

pronouns and 16.4% of the substitutions by pronouns in this story. Of 

the substitutions of prepositions for pronouns, 20 of the 30 instances 

involved the replacement of it or it's by in, and 11 of these occurred at 

just two addresses. The first occurs in line 0521: 

520. •• • "Don't leave me alone. 
521. I~ dark in here. 

What seems clear is that the seven subjects who miscued at It's were 

anticipating a prepositional phrase as an object, and thus these miscues 

reflect the conscious attempts of the readers to construct a reading that 

satisfies the syntactic constraints established by the beginning of the 

sentence. 

Four subjects miscued on it in line 0106. A t first glance these 

miscues seem to have been less influenced by syntax than those 
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discussed above: 

//IV 
0106. "What queer experiment was it this time?" 

Inspection of the data files reveals that two of the subjects who substi-

tuted in for it here also miscued on experiment to produce noun-like 

nonwords. The net effect is to turn the noun into an ingredient in a 

mixture that has turned a doll green. The question has become one in 

which the focus is on the queer substance that is "in" the mixture. 

What these miscues indicate is that for some readers the capac-

ity to construct a syntactically acceptable text can proceed beyond the 

capacity to construct the conventional meaning of the text. In cases 

such as these the substitution of prepositions for pronouns seems to 

have less to do with the semantic role pronouns may play in text than 

it has to do with the readers' need to produce an oral reading that as a 

whole sounds like language. 

The substItution by pronouns for prepositions occurred irregu-

larly at different addresses throughout the text, so that only 2 ad-

dresses share similar miscues. The remaining 17 miscues occurred at 17 

separate addresses and varied from simple miscues that are corrected 

immediately to complex miscues that remained uncorrected. 

The general trend of this evidence regarding the syntactic roles 

played by the items replaced by and for pronouns indicates that as 

the~e subjects read their respective stories they were guided by strong' 

syntactic expectations about the nature of the text that was unfolding 

as they read. 
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Atypical Miscue Patterns 

Another approach to the examination of miscue patterns is to 

note that the tendency is for miscue frequency to reflect the frequency 

of items in the text being read and on this basis to assume that miscue 

patterns that depart from the typical are reflections of atypical pro

cesses. Such an assumption is now made to justify the closer 

inspection of those pronouns that depart from the typical pattern of 

miscue frequency. 

Using the data from Tables 13 and 15, those pronouns with 

patterns of miscue frequency that differ considerably from the mean 

were identified. They are set out in Table 17. 

Table 17. Pronouns with atypical miscue patterns 

Pronoun 

He She It They Him 

44 X 

51 X 

53 X X X X 

Each of the pronouns marked by an X in Table 17 will be examined in 

turn. The atypicality of each arises because it was involved in miscues 

either more or less frequently than the correlation between text fre

quency and miscue frequency would predict. 
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Atypical he 

In Story 44 he occurs at three addresses, and two readers mis-

cued once each at two of the three addresses as the following extracts 

indicate: 

0502. 
@7he. 

a long piece of string in his bill. l Ht; was . . . • • • . . • • . • • • . • . Sh-e,,· . • . · • • . . • • • • 
Mr. Vine was excited when ne saw the 0612. 

The miscues are shown by the handwritten amendment to the text. The 

small superscript c in front of the miscue in line 0502 indicates that the 

reader subsequently corrected the reading before going on to read the 

rest of the text. These two were the only miscues occurring on he in 

the text, but nine instances were noted where readers inserted or sub-

stituted he for other items in the text. These occurred at seven 

addresses as set out below (the number in parentheses indicates the 

number of readers who made the same miscue): 
~M:s 

printed them upstairs in his darkrR9m. 0418. 
0419. 
0420. 

All the family stood a~und him wIl'th the (3) 
prints were done. Ho~they laughed at some (2) 

0504: . It's· &i b~s·t ~i~t~r~ i ;v~r· s~wo (02) • •• 

0608: 0 #m~s~ ~e~d· tili~ ;i~t~r~ ~f ·th~ ·cr~~ to 

• JI,;,- • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
0705. Tfie first judge said, "This picture is 

In the case of those readers who miscued the 

. . . . 
. . . 

.. ... 
in line 0419, it 

can be assumed that a different clause structure had been predicted 

and a similar case can be made for the miscues OIl How in line 0420. 

The three uncorrected miscues on We in line 0608 indicate that the 

readers had identified a different referent from that intended by the 

author. In the text immediately preceding this extract there are three 

pronoun references to Kitten Jones. These take the form of one her 
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and two she that establish a chain of references to Kitten Jones in a 

segment of dialogue attributed to Sue, one of the characters. One of 

the consequences of the substitution of he for we is that the dialogue 

appears to have been still attributed to Sue by this reader rather than 

to Mr. Jones. 

Atypical she 

The next atypical pronoun for consideration is she in Story S3 

where it occurs at three addresses. Of the 32 subjects who read this 

story, 2 miscued at the first occurrence in line 0315. 

0315. "All right," she said after a pause, "Mr. Barnaby will 
see • • • 

At this point 1 subject read he and another read it. Neither miscue 

was corrected. The second occurrence of she occurs in line 0318: 

0318. toward his office, she said, "Mr. Barnaby is a very 
busy. 

Six subjects miscued at this point. Five read he for she and 1 substi-

tuted and for he. Each of the 5 subjects appears to have anticipated a 

masculine referent rather than a feminine pronoun as have the 2 sub-

jects who miscued at line 0315. None of these miscues was corrected by 

the subjects who made them even though, in some cases, the change in 

syntax and meaning is considerable due to other uncorrected miscues in 

the adjacent text. 

At line 1121 the third instance of she resulted in 13 miscues. 

In 1 miscue the subject omitted the pronoun completely, but in the 

remaining 12 miscues subjects substituted he for she. The line is 

shown below. 
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1120. • •• It serves him right for calling a child of mine 
1121. typical,' she said. 

The miscue was corrected by four subjects but not by the remaining 

nine. 

What conclusions can be drawn from these data? Each of the 

three instances of she taken from Story 53 occurs as a dialogue carrier 

in which the speaker is identified, so the choice of he as a substitution 

for she indicates that these subjects have predicted a different referent 

to that intended by the author. It needs to be noted that in Story 53 

there are 58 instances of he and 8 instances of him compared with 3 

instances of she. The text itself establishes a high probability that 

personal pronoun references will be masculine. This contrasts with 

Story 44 in which she occurs at 12 addresses and he and him occur at 

4 addresses. As has already been noted, the number of miscues on 

any form is closely related to the frequency of that form in the text. 

What seems to have happened here is that the subjects who read Story 

53 have miscued more often on she than its text frequency would sug

gest, but this is because the frequency of masculine referents in Story 

53 predisposed at least some subjects to anticipate even more masculine 

referents. Some support for this interpretation of the data is given by 

the fact that only 2 subjects substituted she for other items in the 

text, once each, but 28 subjects substituted he for other items 133 

times. 

Atypical it 

The next pronoun for consideration, it, occurs 19 times in 

Story 53, and 90 miscues were observed involving the pronoun. These 
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miscues are not evenly distributed across the 19 addresses. At 4 ad-

dresses no miscues at all were observed, whereas 18 were observed at 1 

address in line 0210. 

0209. 
0210. 

• •• Cry 
all you want to! It won't disturb me! n 

I was substituted for it by 17 subjects, and 1 subject read he for it. 

The miscue was corrected by 8 subjects, and a further 4 unsuccessfully 

attempted correction. In a series of miscues 1 subject transformed the 

text to: 

0209. 
0210. 

• •• Cry 
all you want to! I won't disturb you! n 

Not all the subjects were as successful in constructing an acceptable 

text. One attempt produced the following: 

0209. 
0210. 

• .• Cry 
all you want to! I don't disturb me! n 

Clearly the 18 subjects who miscued at this address had pre-

dicted a different text from that indicated by the published text. Does 

this mean that these subjects are constructing a different text? It cer-

tainly suggests that they had anticipated a different text from the pub-

lished text. The fact that 8 subjects corrected the miscues they made 

here also suggests that the anticipated text is tentatively adopted by 

these subjects and is amended and corrected when they encounter re-

dundant information through the text. This further suggests that the 

mechanisms that are applied by readers in resolving the referents of 

pronouns in text may be less important for success in coping with the 

text than a degree of flexibility and tentativeness in accepting a par-

ticular reading. 
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The next most frequently miscued instance of it occurs at line 

0522 on the idiomatic expression that's it. In all, 13 miscues were 

noted here. The text reads as follows: 

0522. ••• Typical, that's it, typical. 

Of the 13 miscues, 9 consisted of an expansion of the contraction and 

an omission if it. Only 1 of these miscues was corrected. The remain

ing 4 miscues produced the following readings: what is typical, that's 

a typical, that's if typical, and typical that's typical. In this last case 

it would seem that the subject has replaced the text idiom with another 

idiom. Even though the substitution of one pronoun for another does 

not seem to be evidence of the reader's constructing a personal text, 

the substitution of the text idiom for another might be evidence that 

this is what has happened. 

In the text sequence in which the miscues described above oc

cur it is used without any explicit text referent. It seems to have 

occurred as part of an idiomatic expression that the subjects had not 

anticipated or recognized. Of the 13 subjects who miscued here 9 also 

miscued on both instances of typical that occur on either side of 

that's it. An illustration of the complexity of issues involved in oral 

reading is given by the fact that 5 subjects miscued on the same ex

pression nine lines earlier in the text and all but 3 of the 9 who mis

cued at line 0522 read the expression That's it. Typical on lines 

0513-0514 without miscue. The use of pronouns in idiom may also be a 

factor in the next instance to be examined. 



At line 0201 it occurs in the following expression: 

0201. "So education it was!" 
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Nine subjects miscued on this idiomatic use of it. In six cases is was 

substituted for it, and five of these were successfully corrected. For 

the remaining three subjects the miscues were corrected, so it would 

seem that this idiomatic use of it caused the miscues because it was 

unexpected rather than because it gave the readers difficulty in assign

ing reference. 

No idiomatic usage is involved in the last set of miscues to be 

examined. Part of line 1008 of Story 53 reads as follows: "I opened it 

to the S's." Dictionary, in the previous sentence, is a clear text ref

erent for it and involves miscues by seven subjects. Six of these sub

jects omitted the word entirely and thus produced this oral text: "1 

opened to the S's." Not surprisingly none of these miscues was cor

rected, because all except one produced sentences that are semantically 

and syntactically acceptable within the passage. The remaining miscue 

occurred when one subject read: "I opened to the end." In none of 

these examples is there any evidence that these subjects failed to satis

factorily resolve the referent for the pronoun. 

A typical they 

The next item for consideration is they, a pronoun with atypical 

miscue patterns in Stories 51 and 53. The atypicality arises in both 

stories because miscues occurred on they more frequently than its text 

frequency would indicate. In Story 51 they occurs once on line 0606 

where it is involved in seven miscues. The text is as follows: 



0607. 
0608. 

Carefully he taped the batteries end to end on the rule 
so that they touched. 
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One subject reads line 0607 thus: nand there touched." This was fo1-

lowed by an unsuccessful attempt at correction. He was substituted for 

they by three subjects, two of whom corrected the miscue. One subject 

omitted they altogether, and two other subjects substituted the for they 

in complex rirlscues that also involved touched. This passage contains 

two pronoun-referent structures. He is the fourth instance of the pro-

noun serving as a grammatical subject in an agent role following the 

antecedent Freddie in line 0601. The second pronoun, they in line 

0607, takes the batteries in line 0606 as its antecedent. The subjects 

who substituted he for they seem to have done so in the expectation of 

a fifth clause in which he would have served again as the subject and 

the semantic agent of the clause. In this instance at least, it seems 

that both semantic and syntactic variables have been involved in the 

sometimes tentative business of resolving the text. 

They also provides an atypical miscue pattern in Story 51 by 

virtue of having been inserted into the text by five subjects at four 

addresses. The miscues of two subjects are shown in the text below: 

0219. After ~~cut in his allowance ••• . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0326. 
0327. 

tf1It~ couldn't keep Freddie from enjoying 
tne .moment when his parents discovered who had fixed 

The subject who miscued in line 0219 seems to have anticipated a 

reference to the agents of the cut in the allowance rather than a 

reference to the cut itself. A miscue such as this gives another 

illustration of the possible role of semantic processes in pronoun 

assignment. The miscue made in line 0327 throws little light on the 
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process being used by this reader in making sense of the published 

text, and it seems reasonable to assume that at this place in the text 

the reader is having some difficulty in making sense of the text. 

Further miscues with they are made in line 0608 by two sub

jects. The mis,cues involve the substitution of they for then in the text 

below: 

0608. bottom of the end battery. Then he ran the wire up 

In both cases the miscue was corrected as soon as it was made. The 

text immediately preceding this line contains several references made to 

two batteries, and this chain of reference has been continued as they 

in line 0607. It would seem that in this case the subjects have antici

pated a further reference to the sequence of actions when they made 

the substitution. Examples such as this show how readers are lead to 

expect the text to take a particular direction with respect to reference, 

but it also shows how tentative these expectations can be. Both these 

readers were ready to discard their first responses to the text as the 

following text disconfirms their predictions. None of these observations 

is novel in the field of miscue analysis, but their relevance here is to 

point to the fact that anaphoric third-person pronouns do not seem to 

pose any unique processing difficulties beyond those associated with 

other lexical items. 

In Story 53 there are seven instances of they, and these in

volve 34 miscues. In line 0215 eight subjects miscued on they: 

0215. • They impress my mind better that way. II 

The published text referent for they is the word definitions in the 
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previous sentence. Three subjects substituted the for they, and only 

one of these was corrected. MY is substituted for they by two 

subjects, and one subject substituted then for they. Why should this 

instance of they prove problematic for readers, and what relevance does 

this have to the questions being answered in this study? 

The full text surrounding line 0215 reads thus: 

0213. 
0214. 
0215. 

"You see," I said, "it helps 
me to remember the word definitions if I read them out 
loud. They impress my mind better that way." 

The immediate text antecedents for they are them and word definitions 

in the previous t:omplex sentence. In each case the antecedent expres-

sions serve as grammatical objects of the verbs remember and read. 

They occurs as the grammatical subject of the sentence in which it ap-

pears, and thus a change of grammatical role takes place within the 

chain of reference across the two sentences. The semantic consequence 

of the change is that the speaker has been made to change the subject 

under discussion from his remembering to his reading and in the third 

sentence to the word definitions. Other semantic changes involve a 

change in the distribution of old and new information. Clark and Clark 

(1977, p. 32) pointed out that speakers "tailor their sentences to fit 

what they think their listeners know." The part of the sentence that 

is intended to be new information is normally marked in speech by plac-

ing focal stress on the part that is intended to be new information or 

information not recoverable from the previous text. In the text section 

under discussion the expression word definition is given focal stress as 

new information and them, its pronominal replacement, is treated as old 

information. In the following sentence the chain of reference is 
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maintained by they, which is also tr.eated as old information. In a 

written text that cannot include all the phonological features of stress, 

a reader is obliged to assign given and new status to the parts of the 

text that see!D appropriate. In this text in order to arrive at the same 

meaning as the one intended by the author, the readers must begin to 

recognize what the fictional narrator expects them to know. 

The next most frequently miscued instance of they occurs at 

line 0605. 

0604. 
0605. 

The text in which the pronoun is used reads as follows: 

• After he'd talked to my mother and father 
for a while, they took him into the bedroom, 

The three subjects who substituted he for they appear to have antici-

pated a clause that maintains Mr. Barnaby, pronominalized as he, as 

the agent in the discourse. The written text involves a change of 

semantic roles as in the second sentence, they (antecedent: my mother 

and father) takes the agent role. This is another example of the in-

fluence of semantic variables in the referential assignment of pronouns 

observed in the subjects of this study. 

The other four subjects who miscued at this address chose 

either that (2) or then (2) as replacements for they. For these 

subjects syntactic considerations seem to have led them to anticipate 

different clause-dependency relations from those of the published text. 

Both subjects who chose that attempted to correct the miscue, one suc-

cessfu1ly and the other unsuccessfully. Neither of the two subjects 

who chose then cOl'rected the miscue, and thus they changed the 

published text by turning the main clause of the sentence to a subor-

din ate clause: "then took him into the bedroom." 
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At line 0227 they occurs in a construction that has already been 

commented on. The text reads as follows: 

0226. 
0227. 
0228. 

• I know we get a good 
education in our school. And they encourage special 
projects. Every year they give a special prize • • • 

At the first instance of they, in line 0227, six miscues were observed, 

but only one was observed at they in line 0228. The miscues at the 

line 0227 address were: that's the encourage, the encourage, then 

encourage, there encourage, that encourage, and we encourage. The 

subject who read that encourage constructed an oral text that was ac-

ceptable within the dialect spoken by that reader, and together with 

the subject who produced we encourage produced the only two 

acceptable t~xts. Mention has already been made of the use they 

serves in this passage. There is no text referent for the pronoun in 

the sense of its looking back or forward to some other item for its in-

terpretation. The use here is idiomatic and pragmatic relying on a 

reader's ability and willingness to retrieve the concept of school 

authorities from his or her own schema for school. Such a usage is 

common enough for oral discourse, and its use here has been to height-

en the sense that the narrative is unfolding in the spoken words of the 

narrator. Any failure to assign the pronoun to the same referent as 

that intended by the author need not lead to a loss of comprehension, 

and the two acceptable miscues made by the subjects noted above ar~ 

an indication of how readers might be engaged in building a text of 

their own that does not necessarily conform in every detail to the pub-

lished version. 
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A typical him 

One further set of miscues for examination in this section arises 

from the insertion of him in Story 53. This pronoun occurs eight times 

in the text, and the subjects who read this story miscued 13 times at 

these eight addresses, yet 29 insertions or substitutions of him for 

other items of the text were observed. The details of these insertions 

are set out in Table 18, which shows what was substituted for him. 

What is striking about the data presented in Table 18 is that 

the 14 subjects should have so consistently read.!!!.!:: in the published 

text as him. An examination of the text and the miscues at the ad

dresses in q ues tion now follow s • Line 0317 reads thus: 

0317. Mr. Barnaby was a very busy man. As the lady led me 

Six miscues were observed on me. All of these involved an apparent 

change of referential identity from that intended in the published text. 

None of the miscues was corrected, and each varied in quality not so 

much as a consequence of this miscue on its own but rather because of 

other miscues in the contiguous text. 

The two subjects who substituted him for the ellipsis in line 

0326 do not appear to have departed from the intended referent as the 

following illustrates: 

0326. nHow much do you want for. • •• Oh, of course. 

Here the him refers to the baby brother that the narrator has just 

offered to nselln to the busy TV executive. Both subjects corrected 

the miscue, although it involved no change of meaning. What changE:: 



Table 18. Insertions and substitutions of him for other items in Story 53 

Subject 

Address 123a 126 129 203 326 521 623 627 628 723 724 729 

0317 me me me me 

0326 b b . . . ... 
0506 humm 

0512 me (c) 

0601 me me me me 

0820 Mr. 

0905 me me me me me 

0907 me me me me me 

1009 this 

1102 

Total 6 2 1 1 1 2 1 2 1 4 1 3 

a. Subjects. b. Substitution for an ellipsis. c. Insertion miscues. 

825 830 

me me 

me 

1 3 

Total 
Mis-
cues 

6 

2 

1 

2 

5 

1 

5 

5 

1 

1 

29 

~ 
~ 
--3 



there is merely alters the author's stylistic attempt to depict the 

distracted kind of "busy-ness" that characterizes the executive. 
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The substitution of him for humm by one subject in line 0506 

does seem to involve the subject's attribution of a referent where none 

may have be~n intended: 

0506. Mr. Barnaby stopped pacing. "Humm," he said, you 

The subject who made this miscue did not correct it, and it is not clear 

what the referent might be. When, in the best traditions of the basal 

reader, the same expression is repeated six lines later the same subject 

omitted it altogether and in doing so attributed the utterance to another 

character. Several other subjects miscued at this line: 

0512. "Humm," said Mr. Barnaby, "let me see now." He was 

One subject substituted him for me and then corrected the miscue, 

whereas another subject inserted him between see and now. This mis

cue was not corrected, and it changed the published text by turning 

the idiomatic musing of Mr. Barnaby to a request to see a particular 

individual. 

At line 0601 five miscues involving him substituted for me were 

observed. The line of text reads thus: 

0601. Mr. Barnaby frowned and glared at me. 

None of these miscues was corrected, and the resulting structures vary 

from the totally unacceptable to being acceptable in the total passage 

except for other miscues. These five miscues would seem to indicate 

that each of the five subjects identified a different referent as the 
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object of the preposition from the one intended in the published text. 

Further examples of an apparent change of reference arise in the mis-

cues of five subjects at line 0905. The miscues have been included in 

the following text by handwritten amendment: 

0905. 
/tim 

• • • Finally he looked at me 

Only one of these miscues was corrected, yet the reference has been 

changed from that indicated by the published text. Yet another demon-

stration of the same process arises in line 0907 where five subjects 

again substituted him for ~. 

0907. apart and brought his hand up slowly, pointing at ~ 

Again these miscues seem to reflect the subjects' identification of a 

referent different from the one indicated by the text. Two of these 

miscues were corrected by the subjects who made them, but even the 

uncorrected miscues remain syntactically and semantically acceptable 

within the sentence and the passage except for other miscues made in 

the same sentence. The two remaining miscues, made by different sub-

jects, also changed the referent and remained uncorrected. The text 

lines are reproduced below with the miscues written in: 

""" 1102. ••• and it made me feel good to see him get control of . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
He-

1109. to this, "I said as calmly as I could. 

In both cases there seems to have been a clear substitution of refer-

ents. 
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The research question motivating this study is: What evidence 

is provided by miscues involving third-person anaphoric pronouns for 

the view that readers comprehend a personal, cognitively constructed 

text? Thil 29 miscues involving the substitution of him for some other 

item in the text provide the clearest evidence yet examined for the pro

position that readers of this text are engaged in constructing. their own 

cognitive text as they read. Even so, this evidence is not unequivocal. 

On the one hand the consistency with which him is substituted for me 

suggests a clear shift of reference. On the other hand the fact that 

the story is written in the first-person requires the reader to identify 

with the narrator, and at least some subjects seem unwilling to do this. 

For these subjects the me of the narrative appears to be less satisfac

tory than him. In this case the readers may well be maintaining the 

referent but rejecting the viewpoint by changing the pronoun. 

High and Low Miscue Addresses in Stories 

The preceding section of this chapter was concerned with an 

examination of pronoun miscues that seemed to occur with an atypical 

frequency given the frequency of the pronoun in the text in which it 

occurred. In this section an examination is made of the miscues ob

served at particular addresses that provided unusually high or low 

number of miscues. 

Story 44 

In Story 44 there are seven pronoun addresses in the text that 

involved three or more miscues and a further five nonpronoun ad

dresses that involved three or more pronoun miscues. In addition to 



121 

these addresses of high miscue frequency there are five pronoun ad

dresses in the text at which no miscues at all were observed. The 

details of these high- and low-frequency addresses are set out in Table 

19. 

The data of Table 19 indicate that the most frequently miscued 

pronoun address in Story 44 was she in line 0714. The text here reads 

as follows: 

0714. • •• They loved all the prizes she received. 

In this extract they and she refer anaphorically to the Jones children 

and Kitten Jones, rtlspectively. It will be noted from the table that no 

subjects miscued on they at the beginning of the sentence, yet nine 

subjects miscued OIl she. Two subjects ascribed the receipt of the 

prizes to the children rather than the kitten by reading they. Neither 

of these miscues was corrected, and it would seem that both have iden

tified and been satisfied with a referent other than the one intended by 

the author and editors. Two more subjects substituted the for she at 

the same place, and only one of them corrected the miscue which makes 

an acceptable sentence with the prior text but not with the following. 

She was omitted by two subjects, neither of whom corrected the miscue, 

and another three uncorrected miscues of varying degrees of acceptabil

ity make up the total. This is obviously a place in the text where the 

subjects found themselves with a number of referential options to choose 

from. 



Table 19. 

Address 

0213 

0303 

0407 

0408 

0408 

0410 

0412 

a. 

b. 

Addresses of high- and low-frequency miscues in Story 44. -- Figures in parentheses 
indicate the frequency of observed miscues. 

Text Miscue Address Text Miscue Address Text Miscue 

there they(3) 0414 it(2) in 0608 we she(2) 
(a) he 

they there(2) 
then 0417 he (b) 0613 it (b) 

she he 0418 them all 0714 they (b) 
Sue they she the(2) 
it him(2) they(2) 

(a)(2) 
it's it(3) 0504 It's (b) and 

said 
its it( 4) 0505 it its(2) see. 

(a)(2) 
Sue she(3) 

0509 it (b) 
she said(2) 

Pronoun omitted. 

No miscues at this address. 

I--' 
N 
N 



The text preceding she in line 0714 reads: 

0712. 
0713. 
0714. 

Penny, Sue and Jack did not win any 
prizes. But they were very proud of Kitten 
Jones. They loved all the prizes she received. 
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The text here contains two separate chains of reference. Penny, Sue 

and Jack is the text antecedent for both instances of they, and Kitten 

Jones is the text antecedent for she. In the first chain the three nom-

inals and the two anaphoric instances of they are all in subject roles. 

The nominals give new information, whereas the pronouns give old 

information. In the second chain of references Kitten Jones is a 

grammatical object, whereas she, its anaphoric pronoun, is the subject 

of an embedded complement clause. In this chain both the antecedent 

and its anaphor provide new information. Thus, in this chain the 

information roles of the nominals and their pronouns remain unchanged, 

but the heavily miscued pronoun, she, differs in grammatical role from 

its antecedent. 

Of the nine subjects who miscued here three had "10st" or al-

tered the clause structure of the passage by virtue of other miscues, 

and five had either omitted or ruiscued on the verb received. Thus 

eight of the nine subjects who miscued on she had to some degree dis

turbed the grammatical relationships existing between the pronouns and 

their text antecedents. In this instance it might have been the case 

that the grammatical cues available to help in the assignment of pro-

nouns to referents were no longer available. 

A total of nine miscues at three addresses involved she, both 

as a pronoun in the text and as an item substituted for other text 

items. At line 0410 the word Sue was replaced by she by three 
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subjects. At line 0407 she was replaced by he, Sue, and it by three 

subjects, and at line 0412 the pronoun was replaced by said by two 

subjects and was omitted altogether by a third subject. The published 

text containing these three addresses is reproduced below: 

0407. She began to sniff at it. She sniffed at its . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0410. Sue came out just in time to see Kitten . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0412. nOh, Kitten,·n she cried. 

The referent for she in line 0407 is Kitten in line 0405. It is the third 

instance of this pronoun following the antecedent Kitten. Each instance 

of she occu~s as the subject of the sentence in which it appears, as 

does the antecedent Kitten. This structure, involving an antecedent in 

subject position followed by a series of pronouns, parallels the struc-

ture of the first paragraph of page 4. On this page Sue serves as the 

subject of the first sentence and two instances of she follow as subjects 

of the remaining two sentences of the paragraph. It is plausible to 

argue that the subject who substituted Sue for she in line 0407 did so 

on the assumption that the chain of reference commencing with Sue had 

been sustained. The subjects who substituted he and it for she have 

not necessarily demonstrated that they have "lost" the referent for the 

pronoun as for many speakers even within dialect groups, pets are re-

ferred to as she, he, or it, depending on the speaker's familiarity with 

particular pets. In a case such as this the reader constructs and in-

terpl'ets a text that satisfies his or her own schemata and dialect. 

In line 0410 the substitution of she for Sue by three subjects 

does not indicate in any clear way the referents being assigned to pro-

nouns, and at line 0412 the omission of she by one subject and its 
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substitution by said by another two subjects is complicated by the fact 

that these subjects appear to be anticipating a different dialogue 

carrier, or form for assigning the direct speech preceding the miscue. 

The trend of this evidence is to suggest that readers are 

guided by grammatical structure in predicting the resolution of pro

nouns, but that facts known about the world are also likely to be influ

ential in assigning referents to pronouns. 

The pronoun it was involved in 14 miscues at four addresses. 

At line 0407 its was replaced by it by three subjects, but a look back 

at the text will indicate that these subjects were repeating the pattern 

of the previous sentence. The miscue was corrected by two of the 

three subjects, and the third subject made an unsuccessful attempt at 

correcting it. In line 0408, four subjects substituted it for its. None 

of the subjects who made this miscue in line 0408 made the similar mis

cue in line 0407 where the item occurs three lines earlier. At line 0414 

miscues were made by three subjects on it in the following text: 

0414. to turn it to the next one. Now stand still. 

One subject omitted it completely and the other two substituted in. 

One of the miscues involving in was not corrected. At line 0505 an 

instance of it resulted in four miscues. The text is given below: 

0505. exclaimed Penny. IIHow clear it is! You can 

Both omissions and one substitution were corrected. .. 
The frequency of miscues involving it at these four addresses 

can be contrasted with those addresses in the story at which no mis

cues at all were observed. There are five such addresses, and three 
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of them are at text occurrences of it or it's. The text environments of 

the five pronoun addresses that sustained no miscues are listed below: 

0417. Mr. Jones finished the pictures himself. He . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0504. "It's the best picture I ever saw!" . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0509. "Who took it? . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
0613. 
0614. 

picture of the crow. 
was the ••• . . . . . . . . 

Everyone was excited. It 

. . . . . . . . . . . . 
0714. Jones. They loved all the prizes she received. 

. . . 
In all but one case of it in line 509 the pronouns occur as the 

grammatical subject of the sentence in which they occur. 

Story 51 

In Story 51 there were 347 pronoun miscues observed at 174 

different addresses. As with Story 44, there was a considerable 

variability of miscue activity around these addresses. Seven or more 

miscues were observed at 12 different addresses. At the most fre-

quently miscued address 11 miscues were noted, and at 12 pronowl ad-

dresses no miscues at all were noted. The details of the miscues 

occurring at these high- and low-frequency addresses are set out in 

Table 20. 

The data in Table 20 indicate that the most frequently miscued 

address is in line 0403 on it. In fact, the text at this point involved a 

particularly rich crop of miscues. The text is reproduced below with 

the figures in parentheses indicating the number of miscues observed at 

each pronoun address: 

0401. Taking the clock to the cellar, Freddie worked hard on 



Table 20. Addresses of high- and low-frequency miscues in Story 51. -- Figures in parentheses 
indicate the frequency of observed miscues. 

Address Text Miscue Address Text Miscue Address Text Miscue 

0101 he (a) 0320 it (a) 0611 it he(7) 
the 

0105 she the(3) 0324 he (a) 
said 0613 he (a) 
you 0402 it (a) 
he's 0706 it (a) 
and 0403 it (b) (9) 

in(2) 0709 it (a) 
0201 I it(9) 

0405 he (a) 0802 it's (a) 
0211 he (a) 

0410 it the(7) 0814 it in 
0216 (b)it(9) his is(2) 

a (b) you(2) 
the he 

0509 he (a) they 
0219 the he(4) 

they 0601 he (a) 0815 them it 
she its 

0603 he and(4) (b) (5) 
0228 It's (a) in 

(a) 

a. No miscues at this address. 

b. Pronoun omitted. 

..... 
N 
-J 



0402. it(O). Then, winding it(5) and setting it(6) carefully, 
he (1) returned 

0403. it(ll) to his parents' room. 
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Of the 11 miscues' in line 0403 on it, 9 were omissions and 2 were sub-

stitutions of in. Six of these miscues were corrected, and one subject 

made an unsuccessful attempt at correction. At any event the least 

acceptable miscue of the 11, an omission, would have been acceptable in 

the passage except for other miscues. On this account it would seem 

that five readers did not produce a referent to satisfy the 

grammatical role of object and the semantic role of patient provided by 

it. What can be recognized here is not so much a failure to find or 

provide a referent as the success these subjects h:'!ve had in 

constructing an alternative text: he returned to his parents' room. 

This demonstration is made even more persuasive by the fact that it in 

line 0402 immediately above it in line 0403 involved no miscues at all. 

This example, then, seems to be quite clear. evidence to support the 

notion that readers construct their own texts when reading. 

The next most frequently miscued pronoun addresses in Story 

51 each involved nine: miscues. The first to be considered is in line 

0201: 

0201. "I was only washing the doll to make it look like new." 

It was substituted for.! by nine subjects, and only one of them cor-

rected the miscue, which was, in any case, syntactically and seman-

tically acceptable at least within the sentence. The question of whether 

these subjects have maintained or constructed a cognitive text with the 

same referent intended by the author is not to be answered directly by 
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this kind of evidence, but the high level of syntactic and semantic 

acceptability of these miscues supports the view that these readers were 

in fact constructing their own version of the text. 

The second pronoun address involving nine miscues is in line 

0410: 

. 0410. Freddie told his parents about it at breakfast. 

Seven subjects substituted the for it, another subject read his for it, 

and the last subject omitted it altogether. The dream in line 0409 is 

the antecedent for it in line 0410. It is also the subject of the main 

clause of the sentence that includes line 0410. The author's text refer

ent for it in line 0410 is The dream in line 0409 where it serves as the 

subject of the main clause of the sentence that includes line 0410. 

The omission of it and three of the substitutions of the were 

corrected. It could be argued that the subjects who substituted the 

for it do so in the expectation that a nominative noun phrase was to 

follow as the object of the preposition about. Such an explanation 

would be consistent with the general model of the reading process de

veloped and enunciated by Goodman and Goodman (1978) to explain phe

nomena like those reported here. 

What Goodman and Goodman called prediction in their theoretical 

model is a strategy by which readers anticipate patterns in sensory 

input. Thus feature recognition of letters or words, recognition of 

syntactic fragments or structures, and recognition or construction of a 

meaning for a text all follow from the predictions or hypotheses that are 

tested and confirmed on the basis of sampling the following text. 
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Sampled cues are compared with or contrasted against the reader's re

membered experiences with the spelling and sound systems of the lan

guage and the syntactic system, and the predictions of the meanings 

are confirmed against the reader's own conceptual background. What is 

not fully specified in this account is how the reader maintains a co

herent and relevant part of that conceptual background under attention 

during the activity' of reading. Schema theory, already referred to in 

chapter 2 may suggest one answer. It could be the case that a reader 

brings appropriate schemata into consciousness during the reading 

process and these are modified during the activity. A problem with 

this view is that even in relatively simple narratives such as the ones 

used in this study the number and variety of different schemata to be 

activated and kept under review seem too great to be kept coherently 

related one to the other. Given this problem, it seems plausible to 

suggest that the reader actually constructs a schema for the published 

text as the reading proceeds and this schema, or reader-constructed 

text, becomes the focus of attention and provides an emerging meaning 

against which semantic and schematic predictions can be confirmed. 

The frequency and adequacy of the correction of miscues suggest that 

that the reader-constructed text, at least in the first instance, is fairly 

tentative. 

At line 0611 of Story 51 in the following text eight subjects 

miscued on it: 

0611. Next he placed the bulb so that it touched the cap on • • • 

It was replaced by he by seven subjects and by the by one subject. 
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Only two subjects corrected the miscue, and one of the eight abandoned 

an initially correct form. This example seems to provide more evidence 

of readers having established a different referential structure from the 

one presented by the text. It seems to be the case that the published 

text it stands in anaphoric relation to the bulb, yet these eight readers 

have produced an orally read text in which the pronoun is anaphorically 

related to he in the same sentence and back through seven instances of 

he to Freddie 10 lines earlier in the text. This seems to be a clear 

case where the readers' texts are substantially different from the 

published text but without significant alteration of the meaning of the 

published text. 

The next two addresses to be examined raise slightly different 

iss ues in determining the referential structure of published texts. At 

line 0814 a total of seven miscues were observed on it in the following 

construction: 

0814. "Then it must be Uncle August, n said Elizabeth. 

The utterance indicated within the quotation marks occurs in the con

text of identifying Freddie's behavior. Throughout the story he has 

been compared to various uncles, and in this sentence his sister Eliza

beth is attempting to anticipate his mother in identifying him with one 

of the uncles. Two subjects substitu.ted you for it, and another sub

ject substituted he. These three miscues assign different speech roles 

to the participants rather than indicate change of reference, and none 

of these subjects corrected the miscue. The remaining miscues are all 

substitutions and all were corrected. 
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Another seven miscues were observed on she in line 0105 in the 

following text: 

0105, angry. "You've wrecked that doll!" she exclaimed 

In this example the pronoun is used as part of the dialogue carrying 

expression that serves to identify the speaker. Selection of a different 

pronoun in an expression like this has the effect of assigning the 

dialogue to a different speaker from the one represented by the text. 

Only two subjects used different pronouns, you and he's, and neither 

was corrected. The definite article was substituted for she by three 

subjects, and only one of these miscues was correct so that the 

uncorrected text read by these two subjects involves a moderate 

disruption of the author's meaning. The remaining three subjects who 

miscued at this point in the text consisted of two who substituted and 

for she, neither miscue b~ing corrected, and one subject, apparently 

anticipating a different verb of speaking, who read and corrected said 

for she. 

The last two examples illustrate the role pronouns play in iden

tifying the speakers in narrative dialogues. In this capacity, pronouns 

serve a deictic function in pointing out the speaker of a particular 

utterance from among the available "cast of characters." Although this 

pointing function is deictic, the pronoun in written text must also be in 

anaphoric relation with an antecedent nominal for the simple reason that 

the writer, unlike a speaker in an oral discourse, cannot nod, look, or 

otherwise indicate exophorically the intended referent of the pronoun. 

The "he said" and "she replied" of written dialogue is necessary to 
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make clear what is perceptually or pragmatically obvious to participants 

in a spoken dialogue. Where readers interpret the deictic function of 

dialogue-carrying pronouns differently from the published text, then it 

seems clear that they will have constructed a different text from that 

prepared by the author and editors. 

Story 53 

As in Stories 44 and 51, there is considerable variability of 

miscue activity involving third-person anaphoric pronouns in Story S3. 

A total of 545 miscues were made at 228 different addresses, and at 14 

pronoun addresses no miscues at all were observed. When these 14 

addresses were added to the addresses at which pronoun miscues oc

curred, the mean number of pronoun miscues per address is slightly 

more than 2.25 miscues per address and the variability around this 

mean is considerable. Table 21 sets out the details of those addresses 

that involved miscues at a high or low frequency. 

The data in Table 21 indicate that the most frequently miscued 

addresses in Story 53 are in lines 0210 and 0713. These are to be ex

amined in turn. The text for line 0210 reads: 

0210. all you want to! It won't disturb me! But I began to 

A total of 18 miscues were observed on It. These have already been 

discussed earlier and will not be further examined here. 

The text for line 0713 reads as follows: 

0713. in a new outfit. I stood looking down at him when we were 

All 18 subjects who miscued here substituted he for ~, and only 4 of 



Table 2l. Addresses of high- and low-frequency miscues in Story 53. -- Figures in parentheses 
indicate the frequency of obs~rved miscues. 

Address Text Miscue Address Text Miscue Address Text Miscue 

0201 it is(6) 0501 it (a) 1005 he (a) 
(b) (2) 

c 0506 he (a) 1103 himself (a) ee 
he (a) 

0205 it (a) 0520 he the(4) 
you(2) 1108 it (a) 

0210 it 1(2) I 
he we 1121 she he(ll) 

c (b) (2) es 
0214 them (b) 

0522 that's is (14) 1124 he (a) 
0215 they my(2) it 

the(5) a 
then(S) if 

(b) 
0311 It's (a) 

0703 him (a) 
0312 it's (a) 

0713 we he(18) 
0314 it (a) 

0718 him (a) 
0319 him (a) 

0820 we he(9) 
0320 he (a) 

a. No miscues at this address. 

b. Pronoun omitted. 

c. This represents the best available spelling. ...... 
UJ 

"'" 
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them corrected the miscue even though it involves a moderate disruption 

of the syntax and meaning of the sentence and the passage. 

Such a strong tendency to miscue at this part of the text in 

the face of the syntactic and semantic difficulties the miscue produces 

seems to require some discussion. Clearly these subjects have not 

anticipated the reference to we as there is no antecedent in the immedi-

ately preceding text that might lead them to expect this pronoun. The 

first-person narrator is being made to speak colloquially, and as the 

normal rules of discourse require that a speaker use pronouns so that a 

listener can be expected to be able to assign a referent, the reader in 

this case must be expected to apply a pragmatic inference to assign the 

pronoun to a referent. It is not really clear whether the author in-

tends the pronoun to apply to the narrator and his baby brother or 

whether it is intended to include the whole family or even if the ambi-

guity is intended to convey something of the nature of speech. At any 

event, 18 of the subjects who read this story resolved the ambiguity by 

substituting he at the cost of some syntactic coherence. It is possible 

that the pragmatic rules for assigning pronouns to their referents are 

such that for these readers they set aside the rules of syntax and se-

mantics. 

At line 1121 a total of 13 miscues were observed in the following 

text: 

1119. 
1120. 
1121. 

• • • I saw that my mother was smiling 
broadly. "It serves him right for calling a child of mine 
typical," she said. 

Of the 13 miscues, 11 consisted of the substitution of he for she, and 

two subjects omitted the pronoun completely. Both omissions and one of 
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the substitutions were corrected. On the face of it this seems to be a 

clear case of the readers having constructed a different text from that 

of the author. The uncorrected miscues have the effect of assigning 

the utterance to a different character. 

At line 0522 another address that has already been discussed 

involved 13 miscues. These will not be discussed further here. 

At line 0520 miscues were made by nine subjects on he in the 

following construction: 

0520. "But what if he cries or something?" I asked. 

In eight of the cases another pronoun was substituted for he, and in 

the remaining case the subject's response could not be identified as an 

English word. The miscues were corrected by three subjects, two of 

whom substituted the and one of whom read you. The uncorrected mis

cues included the nonword ~, .!, the (2), you, and we. For one sub

ject the text became: But what if the cries of something? This last 

example shows a reader constructing a personal text that varies con

siderably from the published text. The final point to be made before 

leaving this discussion is that although nine miscues were made on he 

at this address, there were four other instances of he in the story 

where no miscues at all were made. 

Summary 

In summary, the results reported in this chapter deal with the 

frequency of third-person pronoun miscues and with miscue frequencies 

that seem to be atypical. The results are summarized below. 
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Third-person pronouns were involved less frequently in miscues 

proportionate to their frequency in the texts. As there is some indi

rect evidence for believing that the frequency of miscues made on text 

is inversely related to comprehending, there seems to be some reason 

for believing that pronouns may be more easily comprehended than some 

other text aspects. 

Third-person pronouns can be involved in miscues in two ways. 

Miscues can occur at text addresses occupied by pronouns, or they can 

occur when readers insert or substitute pronouns in their oral reading 

for other items in the text. The frequency of both kinds of miscues 

was closely correlated to the frequency of the particular pronoun in the 

text. This suggests that the subjects who participated in this study 

were sensitive to the pronominal structure of the texts they read. 

Substitution of and by pronouns was concentrated among a small 

group of grammatical form classes. Pronouns were most likely to re

place or be replaced by other pronouns, and determiners were the next 

most likely items to be involved. Possessives, which also incorporate a 

determiner function, were also involved in miscues for each story. 

Nouns were very rarely substituted for or by pronouns. The strength 

of the relationships between pronouns and the small number of other 

classes involved suggests that syntax provides strong constraints for 

readers as they construct oral texts. 

In the case of miscues that involve other grammatical classes 

than the ones mentioned above, a number of factors seemed to be in

volved. Graphic similarity was one such factor, but even in these 

cases there was evidence that syntax was involved because the subjects 
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appeared to have anticipated alternative clause structures to those of 

the published text. In some cases the need to produce oral texts 

conforming to syntactic constraints led to subjects producing syntactic 

nonsense. 

Semantic factors were noted in the case of miscues that changed 

the published text but nonetheless resulted in oral texts that were syn

tactically and semantically acceptable. 

An examination ~f particular pronouns that depart from the 

general pattern of high correlation between pronoun text frequency and 

pronoun miscue frequency demonstrated that the atypicality seemed to 

arise from some unanticipated feature of the text. In several cases the 

unanticipated feature was a pronoun that was infrequent for that text. 

In Story Sl certain atypical miscue patterns seemed to reflect 

semantic processes as subjects anticipated different patterns of refer

ence, but the subsequent correction of these and other miscues sug

gests that if readers do construct a personal, cognitively interpreted 

text they hold to it tentatively until subsequent information confirms 

their judgment or forces a reassessment. 

In one striking set of data involving the pronoun him in Story 

53, it seemed that the subjects had most clearly provided evidence of 

constructing personal texts with their own referential structure that 

was different from the text. In this instance the subjects' unfamiliarity 

with first-person narratives may have been a factor. 

Semantic factors seemed to be involved in atypically high or low 

miscue frequency. Several unequivocal examples of the subjects having 

altered the text were noted. The evidence supported the view that 
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readers construct a schema for the text that becomes their own inter

pretation of the published text, but the frequent correction of miscues 

shows that this schema is only held tentatively and is readily modified 

in the face of disconfirming evidence provided by the text. It would 

seem that although syntactic constraints guided the readers in their 

initial resolution of pronouns, semantic considerations often led to the 

initial resolution being revised. 



· CHAPTER 5 

IMPLICATIONS 

This study set out to explore aspects of text processing by 

young oral readers. In particular, the focus has been on how readers 

deal with third-person pronouns in anaphoric relationship with other 

parts of a read text. Pronouns were selected for special observation 

because it had been noted (Halliday & Hasan, 1976) that they play a 

cohesive role in integrating text by establishing the referential basis of 

the text. On this account pronouns offer key points to observe how 

readers construct their own referential basis for an orally read text. 

In seeking to discover the relationship between the referential 

basis of texts and readers' response to that structure, this study has 

examined oral reading miscues involving third-person anaphoric pro

nouns read by 88 subjects each of whom read one of three stories. 

The research question was: What evidence is provided by miscues in

volving third-person anaphoric pronouns for the view that readers com

prehend a personal, cognitively constructed text? 

In the review of relevant literature the historical development of 

contemporary views on comprehension was outlined, and it was noted 

that there were good grounds for conceptualizing comprehension as an 

active cognitive process that takes place during reading rather than as 

a description of the state of a reader's memory following reading. The 

literature on anaphora and pronouns was examined and revealed that so 

140 
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far none of the theoretical linguistic accounts of pronouns has fully 

accounted for syntactic, semantic, and textual properties of pronouns. 

It was shown that on one account pronouns playa cohesive role in text 

by providing a linking of reference across sentences. Also cited were 

empirical studies that showed that children at the ages of the subjects 

involved in this study had mastered the anaphoric textural aspects of 

pronouns. Other empirical studies directed at exploring the psycholog

ical processing of pronouns were noted. It was claimed that these 

studies tended to focus on either syntactic or semantic constraints in 

pronoun resolution and on descriptions of the processes by which pro

nouns are dealt with cognitively. It was asserted that many of these 

studies lacked the ecological validity that this study was to achieve 

through the use of a naturalistic mode of enquiry tha1; involved subjects 

who read a text similar to those likely to be encountered in school. 

The use of miscue analysis as a research technique suitable for 

the analysis of the subject's responses to pronouns was argued for on 

the grounds that miscue analysis was a satisfactory research technique 

well justified by its use in other studies. Further to this, by virtue of 

its reliance on the reading of complete texts that have not been manipu

lated for the purposes of the research, miscue analysis reflects the 

kind of reading process that is employed in the processing of functional 

language texts rather than texts constructed for research purposes. 

This is not to suggest that there are necessarily different processes for 

different purposes but to argue that readers engaged with short, de

contextualized sentences or paragraphs may not respond in quite the 

same ways that they would if presented with texts that reflect 
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conventional purposes, genres, and structures. Indeed the data re

ported in chapter 4 of this study show how the subjects' pronoun mis

cues reflected the referential structure of the published texts. 

The design of the study required 88 subjects of average read

ing ability drawn from eight different dialect groups to each read one 

of three basal reader stories. Twenty four second-grade children read 

"Kitten Jones·," 32 fourth grade children read "Freddie Miller, Scien

tist," and 32 sixth-grade children read "My Brother Is a Genius." 

from a comprehensive coding of all the miscues made by each subject, a 

separate file of the miscues involving third-person pronouns was made. 

This file was reordered by computer to list all the miscues made at each 

text address and to list all the miscues made by each subject. From 

these lists several qualitative analyses were made. 

The results of the qualitative analyses indicated that miscues 

involving third-person pronouns occurred less frequently than miscues 

occurred in the texts generally. It was noted that the frequency of 

miscues on particular pronouns reflected the frequency of the particular 

pronoun in the text. A further examination was made of the pronouns 

and the text addresses that departed from the typical correlation b.~

tween text frequency and miscue frequency, and following this examina

tion several inferences were drawn. 

Implications of the Study for Research 

Some recent research has suggested that pronouns may be 

sources of difficulty for young readers attempting to comprehend text 

(Chapman, 1979; Barnitz, 1978; Richek, 1976), yet the low frequency 
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of miscues involving pronouns in this study indirectly suggests that 

pronouns pose less rather than more comprehension problems for read

ers. Some explanation is required to explain why research studies 

conducted in an experimental research paradigm should suggest that 

anaphoric pronouns are problematic for younger readers, yet the data 

reported in chapter 4 of this study should point to a different con

clusion. 

Part of the explanation may lie in the view of the reading pro

cess reflected in the different research designs adopted to investigate 

the role of pronouns in reading. Studies that rely on performance 

measures taken on single instances of pronoun occurrence or on short 

texts without considerable supporting context are designed on the 

assumption that the initial contact that the reader makes with the 

pronoun or with any text item under consideration is the point at which 

comprehension is determined. This study has indicated that initial-word 

identification processes do not interfere with comprehension so far as 

pronouns are concerned. Many of the miscues were corrected, and 

even where they were not the readers seemed able to utilize other 

redundant information to create satisfactory oral texts. 

Other consequences seemed to follow from the use of complete 

texts for this study. The frequency of pronoun miscues reflected the 

frequency of particular pronouns in the text, and this was taken to be 

an indication that the subjects were constructing a personal cognitively 

interpreted version of the text. In some cases substitutions seemed to 

reflect the reader's knowledge of the world and in others seemed to 

reflect patterns of reference already established by the published text. 
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Even the miscue patterns that departed from the typical patterns in 

each story were still explicable for the most part within the semantic 

and syntactic framework of the published text. 

The influence of syntax was most clearly indicated by the fact 

that only a small set of grammatical classes was associated with miscues 

involving pronouns. In short, readers inserted or ~ubstituted pro

nouns in those parts of the texts where they might have been predicted 

by grammatical rules. Conversely, the grammatical rules predicted 

other items substituted or inserted for pronouns. 

The role of syntax in readers' treatment of pronouns is not an 

entirely unexpected finding. Research studies involving miscue analysis 

have consistently pointed to syntax as an important factor in the oral 

reading of text. This study has shown how strong the syntactic con

straints are on readers' predictions where pronouns are concerned, but 

the correction of miscues has shown how tentatively these predictions 

are held. The syntax provides an important part of the anticipatory 

structure that is confirmed or disconfirmed as subsequent aspects of 

the developing text are processed. 

One reason why miscue analysis should be so sensitive to syn

tactic influences on reading when other research methodologies are less 

so seems to arise from the fact that miscue analysis is based on obser

vations of readers during the process of reading rather than on per

formance measures taken after the process has concluded or been inter

rupted. To this extent the technique captures something of the 

"in-process" nature of reading. 
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Although not providing any direct unambiguous evidence to 

support the view that readers construct their own text as they read, 

this study has provided some indirect evidence by virtue of the fact 

that changes made to the texts by miscues reflected a sensitivity to the 

referential structure of the published text and that the orally read text 

was held as a tentative commitment that was corrected frequently and 

often soon after it had been made. To this extent the study has been 

able to reflect part of the "in-process ll nature of reading and reading 

comprehension as distinct from being limited to a description of readers' 

memory following reading. This is an important advantage of miscue 

analysis, and further research needs to be conducted to utilize this 

capacity. 

Some issues arise from this study that warrant further examina

tion. One that might be addressed by further research is the degree 

to which miscue analy~is can identify text features associated with the 

correction of miscues. The question has been examined in general 

terms (Goodman & Goodman, 1978, pp. 4-31, 53) with the finding that 

successful correction of miscues was greatest for those miscues that 

produced oral texts that were syntactically and semantically acceptable 

only to the point in the text where the miscue occurred. A closer ex

amination of the nature of the texts and readers' correction attempts 

may reveal more of the constructive processes by which readers build 

their own read texts. 

A further issue arises from two findings that emerged from this 

stud)~. First, the subjects of the study produced miscues on pronouns 

in proportion to the frequency of the pronouns in the text. This 
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suggests that the subjects were sensitive to at least the pronominal 

structure of each text. ~econd, this sensitivity to the pronominal 

structure of the text was modified to some extent with Story 53 where 

subjects had a tendency to change the text from a first-person narra

tive to a third-person narrative. This suggests that readers' sensitiv

ity to the text may be modified by their expectations. Further re

search into elementary school-aged children's readings of different texts 

should illuminate understandings of the interaction between readers and 

different text genres. Such studies might explore the way children's 

prior experiences and expectations lead them to read different genres of 

narrative and expository text. 

Implications of This Study for Pedagogy 

Despite the claims of some (Chapman, 1979; Barnitz, 1979; 

Richek, 1976) that pronouns give varying degrees of difficulty for 

reading comprehension by children of elementary school age, the results 

of this study show that children may be more sensitive to the demands 

of pronoun processing than the cited studies allowed. Some explanation 

of this is called for. One possibility is that the tasks used by Richek 

(1976) and Chapman (1979) were such that their subjects were required 

to accurately identify antecedents. The results of this study have 

tended to show that readers identily the referents of pronouns on a 

tentative basis that they are prepared to change as subsequent text is 

processed. The patterns of behavior of readers reading complete nat

ural texts suggest a more complex means of dealing with anaphora as it 

relates to pronouns that either of the cited studies. 
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Finally, it is not a trivial argument to suggest that, if pro

nouns did pose inherent processing difficulties, their role would be 

anomalous. It is perfectly reasonable to expect that languages include 

pronominalization because it makes processing easier rather than more 

difficult. From this assertion the clear implication lies in the direction 

of a caution. 

Teachers and teacher educators need to be wary about accept

ing claims that children need to be taught to do things that they can 

already do well enough or will soon learn to do as development takes its 

course. The results of this study should provide some antidote to 

those who might choose to argue that children need direct instruction in 

the nature of anaphoric pronouns and their reference. 

The evidence suggests that teachers and curriculum planners 

would do well to provide children with experiences with complete natural 

texts that create a context of reference that allows readers to generate 

their own readings. 



APPENDIX A 

STORY 44: IIKITTEN JONES" 

Story 44: "Kitten Jones" is reproduced from E. A. Betts & 

C. M. Welch, Betts Basic Readers, 3rd ed., New York: American Book 

Co., 1965, by permission granted to Dr. Kenneth S. Goodman, 

Professor, Department of Elementary Education, The University of 

Arizona, by American Book Company, New York, 1967. 

The first two numbers indicate the page number in the 

published text; the second numbers are the line number in the 

published text. 
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0101. "How many are there in your family?" 

0102. people asked Mr. and Mrs. Jones. 

0103. "We have four young ones," Mr. and Mrs. 

0104. Jones always answered. "Penny, Sue, Jack, 

0105. and Kitten Jones!" 

0106. Penny and Sue Jones liked to wear pretty 

0107. colored dresses. Jack Jones always went 

0108. 

0109. 

0110. 

0111. 

0201. 

around in overalls or a sun suit. 

Kitten Jones would not have changed her 

white fur coat for anything. And she always 

had that spot of black fur above her nose. 

One day Penny rushed up the front steps 

0202. and into the house. Mrs. Jones looked up 

0203. 

0204. 

0205. 

0206. 

0207. 

0208. 

from her sewing. 

II Penny, why are you so excited?" she 

asked. 

"There's going to be a big contest at Mr. 

Vine's Candy Shop!" exclaimed Penny. 

"There will be prizes for children who take 

0209. the best pictures. You should see those 

0210, prizes!" 

0211. "What are they?" asked Sue, who had just 

0212. come in with Jack. 
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0213. n There are baseballs, bats, marionette dolls, 

0214. and big balloons, n said Penny. 

0215. n Marionette dolls! exclaimed Sue. n I would 

0216. like to win one of those. n 

0217. nOh, Mother! n cried Jack. "May we take 

0218. pictures and send them to the contest?" 

0219. "Yes," answered Mrs. Jones. 

0220. "I'll get the camera now. You 

022l. may each take pictures. n 

030l. For a week Penny, Sue, and Jack took the 

0302. little camera everywhere. They did nothing 

0303. but snap pictures. They tried to make each 

0304. picture tell a story. 

0305. Snap! Snap! Snap! They took pictures of 

0306. their father working in the garden. 

0307. Snap! Snap! Snap! They took pictures of 

0308. their mother wearing her party clothes. 

0309. Snap! Snap! Snap! They took pictures of 

0310. their friends playing the school yard. 

0311. And every day they took pictures of Kitten 

0312. Jones. 
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0401. 

0402. 

0403. 

0404 

0405. 

0406. 

0407. 

0408. 

0409. 

0410. 

0411. 

0412. 

0413. 

0414. 

One day Sue was taking a picture 

in the garden. She suddenly wanted 

a drink and ran into the house. She 

left the camera on the grass. 

Kitten had been playing the rose 

vines. Now she walked over to the camera. 

She began to sniff at it. She sniffed at its 

sides and its corners. She thumped the 

camera with her white fur paw. 

Sue came out just in time to see Kitten 

playing with the camera. 

nOh, Kitten," she cried. "I'm afraid you 

have done something to this picture. 1'11 have 

to turn it to the next one. Now stand still 

0415. here by the rose vines. 1'11 take a .picture of 

0416. you. 

0417. Mr. Jones finished the pictures himself. He 

0418. 

0419. 

printed them upstairs in his darkroom. 

All the family stood around him when the 

0420. prints were done. How they laughed at some 

0421. 

0501. 

0502. 

0503. 

of the pictures. 

One picture showed a large black crow with 

a long piece of string in his bill. He was 

standing on a rock in the rose garden. 
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0504. 

0505. 

"It's the best picture I ever saw! 11 

exclaimed Penny. "How clear it is! You can 

0506. see every feather on that bird. You can 

0507. almost count the feathers. 11 

0508. "It's a good picture, 11 said Mr. Jones. 

0509. "Who took it?1I 

0510. "Not I," said Penny. 

0511. "Not I, said Sue. 

0512. "Not I, said Jack. 

0601. !1Let's see," said Mr. Jones. IIIt was on the 

0602. roll next to this picture of Kitten. The one of 

0603. 

0604. 

0605. 

0606. 

0607. 

0608. 

0609. 

0610. 

0611. 

0612. 

0613. 

0614. 

her playing in the rose vines." 

"I know! I know! II Sue. suddenly cried. 

"Kitten took that picture. I found her with 

the camera. I thought she was just playing, 

but she was really taking a picture. II 

11 We must send this picture of the crow to 

the contest," Mr. Jones decided. 

So the picture was sent to the contest 

which took place in Mr. Vine's Candy Shop. 

Mr. Vine was excited when he saw the 

picture of the crow. Everyone was excited. It 

was the best picture in the con test. 
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0701. 

0702. 

0703. 

0704. 

0705. 

0706. 

0707. 

0708. 

0709. 

0710. 

071l. 

0712. 

0713. 

0714. 

0715. 

0716. 

"Who took it?" Mr. Vine asked. 

"Our Kitten!" The Jones children said. 

The judges laughed. "Three cheers for 

Kitten Jones!" they said. 

Then the first judge said, "This picture is 

worth a first prize. Kitten Jones shall receive 

this bell to wear." 

The second judge said, "I give her this 

pretty round ball to play with." 

The third judge said, "I give her this 

pretty bowl for her food. 

Penny, Sue, and Jack did not win any 

prizes. But they were very proud of Kitten 

Jones. They love all the prizes she received 

But Kitten loved her ball best of all. It was 

more fun to play with than a camera! 
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APPENDIX B 

STORY 51: "FREDDIE MILLER: SCIENTIST" 

Story 51: "Fredie Miller. Scientist" is reproduced from E. A. 

Betts & C. M. Welch, Betts Basic Readers, 3rd ed., New York: Amer

ican Book Co., 1965, by permission granted to Dr. Kenneth S. Good

man, Professor, Department of Elementary Education, The University of 

Arizona, by American Book Company, New York, 1967. 

The first two numbers indicate the page number in the pub

lished text; the second numbers are the line number in the published 

text. 
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0101. Poor Freddie was in trouble again. He had been 

0102. experimenting with his chemistry set, and Elizabeth's doll 

0103. had turned green. 

0104. His little sister was heartbroken. Freddie's mother was 

0105. angry. "You've wrecked that doll! she exclaimed. 

0106. "What queer experiment was it this time?" 

0201. "I was only washing the doll to make it look like new," 

0202. Freddie explained. "I made a special mixture. But I 

0203. guess I added to many chemicals to the mixture. 

0204. 

0205. 

0206. 

0207. 

0208. 

0209. 

0210. 

0211. 

"I guess you did," Mrs. Miller said. "You are just like 

your Uncle August - never letting well enough alone. n 

Freddie had heard a lot about Uncle August, and a lot 

about this other uncles, too. All of them were living in 

Switzerland, where Mrs. Miller had grown up. She was 

always comparing Freddie with one of them. Good or 

bad, he was always like one of the uncles! 

His father usually called him Tinker because he loved 

0212. to tinker with machines, tools, and chemicals. But what 

0213. his mother called him depended on what he had done last! 

0214. "I think you should buy another doll for Elizabeth, n she 

0215. 

0216. 

0217. 

was saying now. "I want you to save half your allowance 

for it each week." 

Freddie nodded sadly. Sometimes he thought that a 

0218. scientist's life was filled with disappointments. 
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0219. 

0220. 

0221. 

0222. 

0223. 

0224. 

0225. 

0226. 

0227. 

0228. 

0301. 

After the cut in his allowance, Freddie's chemistry 

experiments narrowed to those safely outlined in a library 

book. But he still thought it more fun to pretend to be 

a great scientist, mixing the strange and the unknown. 

None of the chemicals in his set was harmful or likely to 

explode. Yet by accident he might discover a mixture that 

would change the world. 

Then one day Freddie made an interesting mixture that 

was dark and cloudy, and had a queer smell. "I'll keep 

" this for a while," he thought happily. "It's pretty good· 

Later that day Mrs. Miller went to the kitchen to get 

0302. supper ready. When she opened the refrigerator door --

0303. well, this is what she told her husband: 

0304. "The worst smell! I thought I would faint! I thought 

0305. 

0306. 

0307. 

the refrigerator would explode. 

fault! 

I knew it was Freddie's 

While Freddie cleaned out the refrigerator, his mother 

0308. kept saying, "Just like your Uncle Maximilian! His clothes 

0309. 

0310. 

0311. 

0312. 

0313. 

0314. 

were always smelling of chemicals." 

Freddie didn't mind being compared with his Uncle 

Maximilian, who was a real chemist with a company in 

Switzerland. 

By accident Freddie's next experiment was in a field that 

had nothing to do with chemistry. One day at breakfast 
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0315. 

0316 

0317. 

0318. 

0319. 

0320. 

0321. 

0322. 

0323. 

0324. 

0325. 

0326. 

0327. 

0328. 

0401. 

his father said, I1The alarm clock didn't ring this morning. 

I hope it isn't going to give us trouble!" 

As he was eating, Freddie decided to fix the clock. 

Then the next morning, his father would say, "Why, the 

clock works after all!" And Freddie would say, "I fixed 

it, Father. It was easy." 

There was only thing wrong with this dream. 

Freddie knew that his mother would say, "Just like Uncle 

Oscar - always so helpful. 11 

As surely as he knew the alphabet, Freddie knew that 

Uncle Oscar must have been a terrible goody-goody. Still 

even Uncle Oscar couldn't keep Freddie from enjoying 

the moment when his parents cliscovered who had fixed 

the alarm. 

Taking the clock to the cellar, Freddie worked hard on 

0402. it. Then, winding it and setting it carefully, he returned 

0403. 

0404. 

0405. 

0406. 

0407. 

0408. 

0409. 

0410. 

it to his parents' room. 

At supper he was careful not to speak of the secret 

Once, however, he forgot himself, he looked at the butter 

and said, "Please pass the clock." 

That night Freddie dreamed that his teacher was 

talking angrily to Father. All the time the school bell 

was ringing, ringing. The dream was so strange that 

Freddie told his parents about it at breakfast. 
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0411. "That wasn't the school bell," said Mrs. Miller. "The 

0412. alarm went off at three 0' clock in the morning! It sounded 

0413. like a fire siren. It was enough to wake the dead." 
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0414. "Three o'clock!" Freddie said in a serious voice. "That 

0415. can't be! I set it for seven." 

0416. "You what?" Mr. Miller asked angrily. 

0501. When Freddie told how he had fixed the clock, Mrs. 

0502. Miller said, "You're just like Uncle Charles. My brother 

0503. 

0504. 

0505 

0506. 

0507. 

0508. 

0509. 

0510. 

0511. 

Charles was always tinkering with clocks in Switzerland." 

Mr. Miller sighed. " Seriously, Tinker, sometimes I 

wish you didn't want to be a scientist." 

Then one afternoon, when Mrs. Miller had gone to 

visit a neighbor, Freddie .hurried to his cellar worktable. 

He was making an electric bell as a surprise for his mother. 

Just as he got the parts in place, he heard a faint tapping 

and a voice calling, somewhere above. 

When Freddie ran up from the cellar, he heard his 

0512. sister's voice calling, "Freddie! Freddie!" 

0513. "Where are you? he shouted. 

0514. I!In the hall closet!" came Elizabeth's tearful reply. 

0515. "The door blew shut. It's stuck! I can't get out)" 

0516. Freddie tried, with all his strength, but he couldn't open 

0517. the closet door, either. 



0518. "I'll get Mother," he called to Elizabeth. He knew this 

0519. could become a serious matter. 

0520. His sister's cries grew louder. "Don't leave me alone. 

0521. It's dark in here." 

0522. Freddie, trying to think, looked up at the small window 

0523. above the closet door. He had an idea! 

0524. 

0525. 

0526. 

0527. 

"Listen, Elizabeth," he called. "I'll fix a light and drop 

it to you through the transom. Then I'll get Mother. All 

right?" 

Elizabeth stopped crying. "All right, Freddie. But 

0528. hurry. It's very dark in here." 

0601. 

0602. 

0603. 

0604. 

0605. 

0606. 

0607. 

0608. 

0609. 

0610. 

0611. 

0612. 

At once Freddie set to work seriously at something he 

had started for fun. He ran to the cellar and picked up 

the small battery he had intended to use for his mother's 

bell. In his tool box he found another battery, a ruler, a 

coil of copper wire, a small bulb, and tape. 

Carefully he taped the batteries end to end on the ruler 

so that they touched. He taped the wire tight across the 

bottom of the end battery. Then he ran the wire up the 

sides of the two batteries to the bulb. After winding the 

wire around the bottom of the bulb, he taped it in place. 

Next he placed the bulb so that it touched the cap on 

the top battery. The bulb began to glow! Freddie taped 
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0613. 

0614. 

0701. 

0702. 

0703. 

0704. 

0705. 

0706. 

0707. 

0708. 

0709. 

0710. 

the bulb in place on the ruler. - Now he had a homemade 

flashlight for Elizabeth. 

He tied a string around the end of the ruler and hurried 

back upstairs. Pulling the kitchen stepladder out into the 

hall and climbing up on it, he found the transom within 

easy reach. 

"Elizabeth," he called. "I'm going to drop this light 

down to you through the transom. Catch it by the ruler 

and let me know when you can reach it." 

The next minute Elizabeth cried, "I have it, Freddie." 

"Hold it by the ruler," Freddie told her. IINow I'll go 

get Mother. Both of us together can open the door. We'll 

0711. be back soon. Don't be afraid." 

0712. 

0713. 

0714. 

0715. 

0716. 

0717. 

0718. 

0719. 

0720. 

0721. 

"All right," answered Elizabeth. "It's not so bad with 

the light. It's not so scary. You're wonderful, Freddie. II 

That night, when Mr. Miller came home, Elizabeth was 

waiting for him at the front door. 

"Father! We have something wonderful to tell you,3 

she cried excitedly as she pulled him by the hand into the 

kitchen. 

In one corner of the kitchen, Freddie was busy working 

on an experiment. Mrs. Miller was getting supper ready. 

n Now what's all this about, Elizabeth?" asked Father. 
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0722. 

0723. 

0724. 

0725. 

0726. 

0727. 

0801. 

0802. 

0803. 

0804. 

0805. 

0806. 

0807. 

0808. 

0809. 

0810. 

0811. 

0812. 

0813. 

0814. 

0815. 

0816. 

0817. 

Then seeing Freddie ••• "What are you doing in the 

kitchen with those things?" he wanted to know. 

"But, Father," cried Elizabeth, dancing about with 

excitement. "Wait until you hear what happened! 11 

Mr. Miller heard the story three times -- from Freddie, 

from Elizabeth, and from Mrs. Miller! 

"Tinker," he said, "I'm proud of you. Elizabeth would 

had a bad time without your help. Sometimes it's 

worse to be badly frightened than it is to be hurt." 

Freddie's mother looked proud, too. "After this we 

must make some allowance for experiments that do not 

turn out so well. Such quick thinking I Freddie, you're 

just like • " . . 
"Uncle Maximilian?" asked Freddie. 

"No," his mother replied. 

"Uncle Oscar?" Freddie made a face. 

"No." Now she was laughing, too. 

"Uncle Charles?" asked Mr. Miller. 

"No. " 

"Then it must be Uncle August," said Elizabeth. 

"No." Mrs. Miller smiled at them, and then she said 

something that made Freddie feel fine allover. "Do you 

know, Father, he's just like yoU!1I 
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APPENDIX C 

STORY 53: "MY BROTHER IS A GENIUS" 

Story 53: "Ny Brother Is a Genius" is reproduced from E. A. 

Betts & C. M. Welch, Betts Basic Readers, 3rd ed., New York: Amer

ican Book Co., 1965, by permission granted to Dr. Kenneth S. Good

man, Professor, Department of Elementary Education, The University of 

Arizona, by American Book Company, New York, 1967. 

The first two numbers indicate the page number in the pub

lished text; the second numbers are the line number in the published 

text. 
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0101. 

0102. 

0103. 

0104. 

0105. 

0106. 

"if it bothers you to think of it as baby sitting," my father 

said, "then don't think of it as baby sitting. Think of it 

as homework. Part of your education. You just happen 

to do your studying in the room where your baby brother 

is sleeping, that's all." He helped my mother with her 

coat, and then they were gone. 

0201. So education it was! I opened the dictionary and picked 

0202. out a word that sounded good. "Philosophical!" I yelled. 

0203. Might as well study word meanings first. "Philosophical: 

0204. 

0205. 

0206. 

0207. 

0208. 

0209. 

0210. 

0211. 

0212. 

0213. 

0214. 

showing calmness and courage in the face of ill fortune." 

I mean I really yelled it. I guess a fellow has to work of 

steam once in a while. 

My baby brother Andrew made a few silly baby sounds 

and began to cry. 

"Philosophical!" I shouted. "Go ahead and cry! Cry 

all you want to! It won't disturb me!" But I began to 

feel a little foolish and ashamed. After all, it wasn't 

Andrew's fault that I had to stay home with him. 

I leaned on the baby bed. "You see," I said, "it helps 

me to remember the word definitions if I read them out 

0215. loud. They impress my mind better that way." Andrew 

0216. 

0217. 

0218. 

stopped crying and tried to take hold of the dictionary. 

"Let's see what we can find in the SIS," I said. "Savage: 

wild; not tamed. Sinewy: stringy, strong or powerful." 



0219. The S's seemed to quiet Andrew down. Guess they do 

0220. have a soothing sound. In a little while he was asleep. 

0221. r went on reading the words aloud. We're supposed to 

0222. learn a certain number of definitions for English class each 

0223. week. Besides, our teacher says if you know how to think 

0224. 

0225. 

0226. 

and know enough words to express your thoughts, there 

isn't anything you can't say or do. 

r don't know about that, but I know we get a good 

0227. education in our school. And they encourage special 

0228. projects. Every year they give a prize to the student with 

the most original outside project. You don't have to be 

a genius to win the prize, just smart enough to plan 

something really interesting and original. New, but not 

crazy or useless. I was hoping to win, this year. 

r sat looking down at Andrew. Suddenly I jumped from 

the chair, a wonderful idea implanted in my brain. 

"Andrew," I said, "You are my project. And not only 

that, but you may be a real valuable gold mine. Wait and 

see! II 
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030l. 

0302. 

0303. 

0304. 

0305. 

0306. 

0307. 

0308. 

0309. 

0310. 

0311. 

0312. 

0313. 

0314. 

The next day at noon, as soon as classes let out for lunch, 

I called the local television station. It's just three blocks 

from the school. nYes, Miss, it's very important,1I I said 

to the lady on the telephone. IIAn important project 

depends on it." 



0315. 

0316. 

0317. 

0318. 

0319. 

0320. 

n All right, n she said after a pause, "Mr. Barnaby will see 

you if you come over right away." 

Mr. Barnaby was a very busy man. As the lady led me 

toward his office, she said, "Mr. Barnaby is a very busy 

man. II I sat in a large leather chair in front of him. "I'm 

a very busy man," he said, hanging up the two telephones 

0321. into which he'd been talking. "My time is very valuable. 

0322. What can I do for you?" 

0323. 

0324. 

0325. 

0326. 

0327. 

0328. 

0401. 

0402. 

0403. 

0404. 

0405. 

0406. 

0407. 

0408. 

0409. 

I cleared my throat and said, "I want to sell my little 

brother. That is -- I mean I think just about everybody 

likes babies." 

"How much do you want for • • • Oh, of course 

everybody likes babies! n Mr. Barnaby said. 

"I have an idea for a TV program, II I said. 

"Splendid! Splendid!" he said, putting the tips of his 

fingers together and nodding his head. "We could put it 

on between nine and ten on Thursdays and ••• Wait a 

minute! You haven't told me what the idea is, yet!" 

"Well," I said, "my baby brother is a pretty good 

brother. II Then I added, II As little brothers go. 11 

"Now see here! I'm a very busy man! 11 

nYes, sir. Well, my idea would be for you to choose a 

baby for your TV programs. The baby could advertise 
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0410. things like -- well, milk or baby clothes. There are lots 

0411. of things babies use. You could get a sponsor." 

0412. Mr. Barnaby was impressed. "Hummm, n he said, "you 

0413. may have an idea of value. n He walked around the office, 

0414. thinking. "Yes, we could have a contest and pick a baby 

0415. out of all the babies in town." 

0501. "Excuse me, sir," I said, "but I think it would be better 

0502. not to have a contest. If you have a contest, then all the 

0503. mothers whose babies don't win will be made at you. They 

0504. might even refuse to buy the things you advertise on your 

0505. station." 

OS06. l\1r. Barnaby stopped pacing. "Hummm," he said. "You 

0507. 

0508. 

0509. 

OSlO. 

OSl1. 

OS12. 

OS13. 

OS14. 

may be right. Wouldn't want to imperil our good will." 

"And so you could just pick my little brother," I said. 

"He'd do just as well as anyone else his age." 

"How old is he?" 

"Eight months," I said. "But he's going on nine." 

"Hummm," said Mr. Barnaby, "let me see now." He was 

pacing the floor again. "The typical baby. That's it. 

Typical. A baby like everyone else's baby. A baby 

0515. everyone will love. An excellent idea!" 

OS16. "Sure," I said. "We could take some moving pictures 

0517. of him when he's at his best." 
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0518. 

0519. 

0520. 

0521. 

0522. 

0523. 

0524. 

0525. 

"Nonsense, my boy," Mr. Barnaby said. "If we do this, 

it will be a live show. Live, boy, live!" 

"But what if he cries or something?" I asked. 

"All babies cry," said Mr. Barnaby. "He wouldn't be 

typical if he. didn't cry sometimes. Typical, that's it, typical. 

The typical baby!" 

"Yes, sir," I said. 

He placed a hand on my shoulder. "Y ou know, II he 

0526. said, "1 think you may have hit on a gold mine, my boy! 

0527. Where can 1 see this baby brother of yours?" 

0528. "Well, he's home a lot," 1 said. 

0601. Mr. Barnaby frowned and glared at me. 

0602. "Our address is 221 Forest Road," 1 added hurriedly. 

0603. That evening Mr. Barnaby telephoned and then came 

0604. to the house. After he'd talked to my mother and father 

0605. for a while, they took him into the bedroom. He leaned 

0606. over the crib and wagged a finger at my little brother. 

0607. "Say da," Mr. Barnaby chuckled. 

0608. "Da," said my little brother, grabbing for the finger. 

0609. Mr. Barnaby chuckled again. Andrew had made a very 

0610. fc.vorable impression. 

0611. Mr. Barnaby talked some more with my folks. "It's 

0612. settled then," he said as he was leaving. "Be at the station 

0613. with that fine baby a week from Saturday at 10: 30 in the 
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0614. 

0615. 

0701. 

0702. 

0703. 

0704. 

0705. 

0706. 

0707. 

0708. 

0709. 

0710. 

0711. 

0712. 

0713. 

0714. 

0715. 

0716. 

0717. 

0718. 

0719. 

0720. 

0721. 

0722. 

morning. You know, this boy of yours is quite a business

man." And he gave me a big wink. 

A week from Saturday seemed a long way off. I read a 

lot so the time would go faster. I even found that studying 

made the time go faster, too. The word definitions were 

helping my marks in English, too. I read a lot of them 

out loud nearly every evening. 

If Andrew was crying when he should be sleeping, I just 

turned to the SIS and started reading a lot of soft-sounding, 

soothing words. In a few seconds he would fall asleep. 

He seemed to like the history lessons, too, but his favorite 

was the dictionary. 

Genius at Work! 

When the day came at last, my mother dressed Andrew 

in a new outfit. I stood looking down at him when we were 

almost ready to go. He really was a pretty good kid. I 

couldn't help feeling proud. I leaned over the crib, pointt:d 

a finger at him and said, "Say da." 

Clearly and distinctly Andrew said, "Philosophical." 

At first I just looked at him. "Philosophical?" I asked. 

"Did you say philosophical?" 

"Communication," he said, also clearly and distinctly. 

"Mother! Dad!" I yelled. "Andrew isn't typical. He's 

he's a genius. We've got to call the TV station!" 
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0723. 

0724. 

"Horizontal," Andrew said. 

I ran to the telephone and called the station. While I 

0725. was waiting for Mr. Barnaby's wire, Andrew said, "Reflex 

0726. action" 

0801. "Mr. Barnaby!" I said at last. "Andrew isn't an ordinary 

0802. baby. Do you know what he just said?" 

0803. "Never mind that," he said. "Bring that fine boy over 

0804. here right away. We're setting up the lights and cameras." 

0805. 

0806. 

0807. 

0808. 

0809. 

0810. 

0811. 

0812. 

0813. 

0814. 

0815. 

0816. 

0817. 

0818. 

0819. 

"But Mr. Barnaby," I said, "Andrew just • • " 
"Get that baby over here!" he shouted. "I'm a very 

busy man." 

On the way to the station I kept telling my parents what 

had happened. "We've got to tell Mr. Barnaby," I said. 

"This baby is not typical." 

"I never thought he was typical!" my mother said. There 

was pride in her voice. 

At the station Mr. Barnaby rushed us into the studio and 

pushed a crib for Andrew under one of the big cameras. 

There were glaring spotlights and floodlights, and cables 

rigged up everywhere. There was a glassed-in part along 

one whole side of the studio -- the control room. There 

two men were signaling to each other, and one was pointing 

to the clock. 
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0820. 

0821. 

0822. 

0823. 

0824. 

0825. 

0826. 

I still thought we should tell Mr. Barnaby, but he was 

rushing around giving orders to lighting crews and 

cameramen. A t last he leaned over the crib. 

I held my breath. 

He wagged a finger at Andrew and said, "Say da." 

"Intellectual," my little brother said, loudly and clearly. 

Mr. Barnaby straightened up, still holding the finger 

0827. over the crib. He stared at Andrew. His face turned 

0828. red. 

090I. 

0902. 

0903. 

0904. 

0905. 

0906. 

0907. 

0908. 

0909. 

0910. 

091I. 

0912. 

0913. 

0914. 

"Intellectual?" he cried. "Intellectual?" His hands 

dropped to his sides. "This... baby • • • isn't ••• 

typical, II he moaned, and there was a distinct quiver in his 

voice. He looked helplessly at first one cameraman and 

then the another. Finally he looked at me. "You!" he said 

in a sickly whisper. "You!" He stood with his feet wide 

apart and brought his hand up slowly, pointir.g at me. 

"You! II The pointing finger rose and fell with his heavy 

breathing. His eyes wert! glaring and wild. 

I backed away. "I didn't 

tried to tell you • • • sir! II 

• I didn't mean. • • I 

Mr. Barnaby slumped into a chair. IIIn five minutes we 

go on the air," he said, "with the 'typical baby.' The baby 

we've been advertising all week., Typical! Ha! n He threw 
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0915. his arms high and let them fall limply on his lap. Then 

0916. he slumped still farther. 

1001. "Sir," I said, "is there a dictionary here?" 

1002. He nodded. 

1003. "Where?" 

1004. 

1005. 

1006. 

1007. 

He pointed to the door. "Front office. Miss Brown, II 

he said, staring at the floor. 

I dashed out of the studio, found Miss Brown and was 

back in a few seconds. I stood by the crib and opened 

1008. the dictionary. I opened it to the SIS. "Andrew, listen 

1009. to this," I said as calmly as I could. 

1010. 

1011. 

1012. 

1013. 

1014. 

1101. 

1102. 

1103. 

1104. 

1105. 

1106. 

"Newspaperwoman," Andrew said. 

I started to read. II Sleigh, snow, soak, society " soften, 

soldier, sorrowful, soup, stormy, stroke, survive • • ." 

Andrew's eyes dropped, then closed. I went on reading, 

and when I looked again, Andrew was asleep. 

Someone stuck some papers into Mr. Barnaby's limp 

hand, and it made me feel good to see him get control of 

himself when he absolutely had to. He came out of his 

slump and looked around. Suddenly he jumped up and 

stepped in front of the cameras. A light flashed over the 

control room, and there was a blare of music. At first I 

171 



1107. thought the noise would wake Andrew, but he went on 

1108. sleeping. The SiS had done it. 

1109. 1 don't remember what Mr. Barnaby said during the 

1110. televised program. But 1 remember the cameras moving 

1111. close to the crib and Mr. Barnaby bending over and saying 

1112. soothing things to Andrew -- but not too loudly. There 

1113. were tears in Mr. Barnaby's eyes as he finished his speech. 

1114. His voice was swallowed up in a loud blare of "Rock-a-by-

1115. Baby, 11 which woke Andrew, but by then the program was 

1116. over, anyway. 

1117. Mr. Barnaby took us out of the studio, clear to the front 

1118. door, patting his face with a large handkerchief. When 

1119. we were out on the street, 1 saw that my mother was smiling 

1120. broadly. "It serves him right for calling a child of mine 

1121. 

1122. 

1123. 

typical," she said. 

My father was folding the check Mr. Barnaby had given 

him. "This will make a nice start on paying for Andrew's 

1124. college education, 11 he said. "Though I'm not sure he needs 

1125. 

1126. 

1127. 

1128. 

one, 11 he added. 

"1 think I'm going to win the prize for the most original 

outside project this year," I said. 

"Philosophical, "said my baby brother. 
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APPENDIX D 

CODING VALUES FOR MISCUES 

Correction: 

Dialect: 

o no correction 

1 corrected 

2 abandoned correct response 

3 corrected to dialect form 

9 unsuccessful attempt to correct 

o no dialect involvement 

1 dialect influence noted 

2 idiolect influence noted 

3 super correct 

4 secondary L"lvolvement in miscue 

5 foreign language influence 

9 doubtful 

Syntactic Acceptability: 

o not acceptable 

1 only with portion of text prior to the miscue 

2 only with portion of text after miscue 

3 acceptable within total passage 
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5 acceptable in sentence except for other nllscues 

6 acceptable in passage except for other miscues 

Semantic· Acceptability: 

174 

This category cannot be scored higher than Semantic Accepta-

bility for any nllscue. 

o not acceptable 

1 only with portion of text prior to the nllscue 

2 only with portion of text after the miscue 

3 acceptable within sentence 

4 acceptable within total passage 

5 acceptable in sentence except for other nllscues 

6 acceptable in passage except for other miscues 
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